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This paper offers the critical text of the ‘Lectionary core’ of the Old Slavic 
Apostolus. It is established on the basis of a critical recension of some twen-
ty manuscripts of various dates and origins. The publication aims at several 
goals, the most important being to clarify the position of the Apostolus 
Christinopolitanus in the textual tradition of the Slavic Apostolus. The sec-
ond goal is to show how, by the use of modern technology as well as proven 
scientific methods from adjacent disciplines, like Classics and Theology, a 
scientifically sound and yet accessible text of the Slavic Version of the New 
Testament can be produced. The third is to shift the accent in treatment of 
manuscripts by Slavists from the ‘monument’ they constitute towards the text 
they contain. My last goal is to provoke reactions from the scientific 
communities of Slavists as well as Bible scholars on such an approach to the 
Slavic Version of the New Testament. 
 
Introduction 
Looking at the early versions of the New Testament, one is struck by the fact 
that no edition of the Slavic Version exists, whereas the Latin and Greek 
texts are reasonably accessible1. With the exception of the Gospel editions of 
J. Vajs2, the only extant type of edition is that of single manuscripts, some-
times illuminated by a number of variants from a limited set of other, more 
or less randomly chosen, manuscripts. As examples I refer to the editions of 
the Apostles of Slepçe and Ohrid3: they offer more or less diplomatic tran-
scriptions of the manuscripts with a short introduction, but without any tex-
tual commentary or variants from other manuscripts. Unfortunately, the reli-
 
1 N27 and its earlier editions for the Greek and the impressive series from the Vetus 
Latina Institute in Beuron (Germany) for the Latin text. 
2 Prague, 1934–1936. 
3 Ilinski 1912, Kulbakin 1907. 
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ability of the transcriptions cannot be checked due to the lack of photograph-
ical documentation. 
 Even more recently the situation has not improved. The recent edition of 
the Apostolus of  iŸtovac is based on the same principles as the editions of 
those of Slepçe and Ohrid4. Variants from other sources are given in the edi-
tion of the Apostle of Strumica5, but the text chosen for a main text seems to 
be not the best one available, to say the least, and no attempt whatsoever has 
been made to treat the text critically (save, perhaps, the repeated use of the 
word sic when an almost impossible reading is found in the Strumica). Better 
instruments for the textual critic are the editions of the Apostolus of Crkolez6 
and the facsimile edition of the Gennadian Bible7: they provide ac-cess to the 
manuscripts themselves and offer the possibility of checking er-rors by 
means of microfiche and photograph. 
 The present paper offers a first attempt to establish the text of a part of 
the Old Slavic Apostolus on the basis of various manuscripts. The reason for 
presenting only part of the text is that the number of manuscripts involved is 
large and that this is the first attempt in this direction. The pericopes have 
been chosen for two reasons: the first is the widely held opinion that the lec-
tionary text of the Gospels and Apostolus was the first one to be translated 
into Old Slavic8; the second is that most manuscripts are damaged. Damage 
and loss are likely to occur more frequently in the first and last quires of a 
manuscript, so the chance of finding relatively undamaged portions of text is 
greater in its middle. In view of these considerations, I have chosen for trial 
the lections for the Saturdays and Sundays of week 10 to 20 after Pentecost. 
 In a way, this publication must be considered a first step towards a com-
plete critical edition of the Old Slavic Apostolus. The preparation to publish 
the remaining pericopes of the short Lectionary text (Saturdays and Sundays 
for week 1–10 and 20–Lent) is well under way. The pericopes here presented 
serve as a pilot project to provoke reactions from the scientific community. 
 
4 Stefanovi⋲ 1989; some photographs are added as illustrations, not for check-ing 
the readings.  
5 Bláhóva & Hauptóva, 1990. 
6 Microfiche edition Bogdanovi⋲, 1986. 
7 Bibliq 1499 goda, Moskva 1992. 
8 Alekseev 1984; Lunt 1977, p. 441f. The hypothesis, however, still needs 
confirmation from textual facts. For the Gospels some doubts on this theory have 
been raised by Temçin, 1993. 
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For this reason, I will be grateful for all comments from colleagues that im-
prove the quality of the text, the apparatus and the comments provided. 
 I want to stress the fact that the given text is only an indication of my 
views as to the direction one should take in order to obtain an accessible text 
that meets modern scientific standards. No attempt whatsoever is made to re-
construct the earliest translation of the text. 
 In this paper I pay special attention to the position of the Apostolus 
Christinopolitanus, which is considered both by Slavists and non-Slavists to 
be one of the most important existing witnesses of the Apostolus. The ma-
nuscript figures in the Introduction to the edition of the Greek text by Nest-
le–Aland from the 26th edition in 1971 onwards, and it is a major source for 
Apostolus readings in the Prague Slovník.  
 In Ka¬uΩniacki’s 1896 edition of the Christinopolitanus9, the missing 
parts are supplemented from other manuscripts. The editor makes no attempt 
to reconstruct the text from the sources and so produces a dangerous hybrid 
that appears to be an edition of the Apostolus, but is just the edition of sin-
gle manuscripts. The edition was - with all its shortcomings - the earliest one 
of a continuous Apostle (see below for the terminology). Ka¬uΩniacki offers a 
text with ‘modern’ punctuation, upper–and lowercase characters, chapter–
and verse numbering, etc. Therefore and because additions from other 
manuscripts are not clearly marked in the text, it has come to be regarded as 
the oldest and most reliable manuscript of the Slavic Apostolus. Because the 
Christinopolitanus holds such a prominent position, I have thought it worth-
while to compare its text to that of other manuscripts in the light of modern 
textual criticism10. 
 
Manuscripts and Descriptions 
This edition is based on manuscripts dating from the XIth to the XVIth c., 
selected partly because of their celebrity, partly on the basis of their availa-
bility in printed form or on microfilm or –fiche. On the basis of the ordering 
of the text and the accompanying materials, the manuscripts can be divided 
into the following types: Lectionary, Continuous and Commented (or tol-
 
9 Ka¬uΩniacki 1869; see also Van der Tak, 1992 for an evaluation of this edition. 
10 In highlighting the Christinopolitanus, I fulfil my promise that this MS should 
have a prominent place in future research into the text of the Old Slavic Apostolus 
(Van der Tak 1992, p. 100–103). 
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kovye)texts11. As the terminology is borrowed from Bible research rather 
than from Slavic studies, some explanation is required: 
 Lectionaries are the manuscripts that present the text of the Epistles in the 
order of the lessons as determined by the Typikon for every day of the li-
turgical year. Within the Lectionary, the year is divided into the following 
periods: Easter to Pentecost, Pentecost to the beginning of Lent, and Lent to 
Easter. Apart from this, most lectionaries contain lessons for the feasts of 
Saints in the order of the ecclesiastical year, which starts in September12. 
Within the lectionary group there are short lectionaries, with only lessons for 
the Saturdays and Sundays, and full lectionaries, containing lessons for the 
other days of the week as well. 
 Continuous texts offer the Acts and Epistles in sequence as complete 
books. The order of books differs slightly from that used in the Western tra-
dition: Acts, Catholic Epistles, and Pauline Epistles. The continuous texts 
mostly indicate the beginnings and endings of the daily lessons either in the 
text itself or in the margins, written in red ink. Usually a numbering of pe-
ricopes (zaçala) and the first words of the lesson13 are given in marginibus 
as well.  
 Commented texts form on first sight a subdivision of the Continuous type, 
presenting the same ordering of the text as the last group and often offering 
the same liturgical marking of the beginning and ending of lessons as well. In 
addition, however, these texts offer commentaries on the text of the Epistles 
(rarely the Acts). These explanations (tolkovanyia) may be po-sitioned either 
in the margins of the main text, as is the case with the Greek scholia, known 
from manuscripts of classical (especially Greek) authors, or they are 
interwoven with the biblical text. The Apostolus Christinopolitanus is an 
example of the first ordering, the codd. St.-Petersburg F.P.I. 24 and Po-godin 
30 (Tf and P30, see infra) have the latter arrangement. To this category also 
belongs the Tolkovy Apostolus of 1220 (D)14. This leaves the Christi-
nopolitanus in an isolated position regarding its external features: it is so far 
the one and only Apostle MS with commentaries written in the margins 
 
11 There also exist Apostolevangeliaria, i. e. texts that present the Apostolus lesson 
followed by the Gospel lesson for each corresponding day. Although I did consult 
several of such MSS, none were used for the present paper.  
12 Full description of the the Typikon and analysis of it in Çiflyanov, 1976. 
13 Usually called an incipit, the plural of which offers a Latin monstrum. 
14 Judging from a photograph in Vzdornov, 1980, nr. 6. 
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known to us. 
 In the following, I present a short description of every manuscript I used 
for the publication and the way in which I have consulted it: by means of 
edition, microfilm, and/or de visu. Each description is preceded by a Latin 
capital siglum denoting the manuscript . 
 
Lectionaries 
S Codd. St.-Peterburg, RNB, F.P. I. 101 + 101A + Q.I. 1186 + Plovdiv, 
 NBIV 25. The Apostolus of Slepçe, a short lectionary, dating from the 
 11th c.. The text is taken from the edition by Ilinski, 1912, which con- 
 tains a considerable number of individual readings, possibly an indication 
 of revision in this text (cf. Bakker & Van der Tak 1994, p. 44/5). 
O The Ohrid Apostol, a short lectionary dating from the 11-12th c. For the  
 text the edition by Kulbakin 1907 was used. The large number of singular  
 readings, mostly due to corruption, in this manuscript make it unsuitable  
 for being used as a base text for collation, as argued in Bakker & Van der  
 Tak 1994, p. 37. 
B Cod. Belgrade, MSPC, 322; the Apostolus of  iŸtovac, a full Lectionary  dating from 1324. The non–diplomatic edition by Stefanovi⋲ 1989 was 
 used for the text. 
Z Athos, Zographou, 53, full Lectionary, probably dating from the 12th c.  
 As the text contains many lacunae, this manuscript can only be used as a  constant witness for the weeks 10–20 part of the lectionary.Consulted on  microfilm, kindly provided by the Hilandar Research Centre for Medieval  Studies, Columbus, Ohio, USA. 
R Cod. Praha NM, Slav IX E 25, Short Lectionary Apostolus from Mace- 
 donia (also called Macedonian and Strumica), dating from the 13Ith c. 
 The recent edition of this Apostol (Bláhová and Hauptová, 1990) offers 
 ample proof of its corruption by the repeated sic in the apparatus when it  
 differs from the other Apostles used in that edition (in this article the sig- 
 la S, O, B, M and C). This seems to be the most corrupt of all manu- 
 scripts used for the present edition. The following examples of R’ s cor- 
 ruption in the pericopes presented are not included in the apparatus: 1Cor 
 1, 6 i ¢eb–sa izv:sti{( for s)v:d:tel|stvo hristovo; 1Cor4, 3 v) vam)  
 for k) vam); 1Cor5, 1 jde ( edi¢ogo ou~it for je¢\ eter\ ot|ca im:- 
 ti; 1Cor9, 10 ¢apisa;  2Cor2, 4 v)st(j(t) s( for v)st(j\ s(. 
J Cod. NBKM 882; 13th c., short Lectionary Apostolus. Readings from  
 microfilm from the library. 
P Panteleimon Monastery (mount Athos) S 14, dated 1313, short Lectio- 
 nary. Consulted on photographs from microfilm by PIPS. 
Q Cod. Sofia, NBKM, 883, dated 14th c. Lectionary text. Text consulted 
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 from photocopies from a microfilm, by courtesy of M. Taube, Hebrew  
 University of Jerusalem. 
 
Continuous Manuscripts 
Continuous Apostolus texts contain as a rule lectionary indications, incipit 
quotations and pericope numbers. Also to be found in nearly all continuous 
texts, with or without commentary, are introductions preceding both the Acts 
and all the Epistles. These introductions are called hypotheseis or napisania 
and are believed to be translations of the Greek hypotheseis by Euthalius15. I 
have not investigated the distribution, transmission and translation of these 
introductions, but this promises to be an interesting field of research for Sla-
vists. In a limited number of manuscripts also figures a general introduction 
to the Pauline Epistles, sometimes accompanied by an outline of the Life of 
St. Paul. 
K Mount Athos, Karakallou, 239. Continuous Apostle, dating from the  
 13th c. Initial description by Bakker 1990. Parts of the MS contain expla- 
 nations within the text. This fact might suggest relations with the Com- 
 mented type of text. From the apparatus below it appears that this MS in- 
 deed shows textual affiliation with D, C, Tf and P30. This Apostle was  
 been consulted on photographs from a microfilm by PIPS. 
M Cod. Novi Sad, MS RR 184, inv. nr. 113437. The Apostolus of Matica 
 Srpska. Continuous text, dating from the 13th c. According to the intro- 
 duction to the edition by Kovaçevi⋲, the manuscript stems from Hercego- 
 vina and is of Serbian origin. The first part of the Acts is missing. Con- 
 tains hypotheseis, pericope marks and liturgical indications. For the text I  
 used the mentioned edition16. 
T Continuous Apostle of Çrkolez–Deçani. 13th c.; now preserved in the  
 National Library of Beograd. Consulted in the edition on microfiche by  
 Bogdanovi⋲17. 
The next four manuscripts might be part of the so–called Fourth Recension, 
of which the Gennadian Bible (W) is the chief representative. See below un-
der Grouping the Manuscripts for a review of this division. 
 
15 Cf. on this matter Van der Tak 1992. 
16 Kovaçevi⋲ 1979. The facsimile edition of the Matiçin Apostolus (Bogdanovi⋲ 
1981) was not used for the present edition. 
17 Bogdanovi⋲ 1986. 
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F Cod. St.-Peterburg, RNB, F.I. 407. Continuous Apostle. Dated about 
 1545. Contains hypotheseis, pericope marks and liturgical indications.  
 The text was consulted on a microfilm from the GPB andde visu. 
L Cod. L’viv, LBAN, MB 422. Continuous Apostle. Dated 15th c. Con- 
 tains hypotheseis, pericope marks and liturgical indications. Consulted on 
 microfilm by the Library and de visu. 
A Cod. Amsterdam, private collection of the author. Continuous Apostle,  
 probably dating from the 16th c. (from watermarks). The first 11 chapters  
 of Acts are missing, as well as last 3 from Hebrews. Contains hypothe- 
 seis, pericope marks and liturgical indications. Consulted de visu. 
W Cod. Moskva, GIM, Sin. 915–1; the so–called Gennadian Bible, dated  
 1499. Consulted in facsimile edition18. The manuscript contains the  
 complete text of Acts and Epistles, as well as liturgical indications,  
 pericope numbers and hypotheseis. 
 
Commented Manuscripts 
The addition of explanations to certain parts or words of the text of a Con-
tinuous Apostle moves it into another class: that of the Commented Apo-
stles. These texts show in many cases specific textual peculiarities, as may be 
seen from the apparatus. The question poses itself, whether we are dealing 
with a text type to be distinguished from the others (Lectionary, Continuous) 
or not. 
D Cod. Moskva, GIM, Sin, 7. The Tolkovyi Apostolus of 1220, from Ro- 
 stov. No photographs or microfilms could be obtained, so the text was  
 taken from the undiplomatic editions by Voskresenski19, where this Apo- 
 stolos is printed as the main text of his so–called First Recension. As no  
 checks with the original could be made, the reliability of the readings in  
 this manuscript is limited. 
C Cod L‘viv, HM, OR 39. The Apostolus Christinopolitanus from Çer- 
 vonohrad, formerly Christinopol, in Ukraine. The manuscript is dated to  
 the 13th c. Eight folia from this manuscript are preserved in the Library  
 of the Academy of Sciences at Kiev20, but as they contain only parts of  
 Acts, they have not been consulted for this study. The text is not com- 
 
18 Biblia 1992. 
19 Voskresenski, 1892. 
20 Cod. Kiev, CBAN, O. R. VIII, 3. They contain Acta 9, 28 through 13, 5. 
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 plete: the first 12 chapters from the Acts are missing, as well as parts of  
 the Epistles21. In these parts, but also elsewhere, the edition of Ka¬uΩia- 
 cki is to be used with the utmost caution, because it does not clearly mark 
 these parts as missing from the original manuscript. The manuscript con- 
 tains marginal commentaries, pericope numbers, hypotheseis and - often  
 apparently added later - liturgical indications. Readings from the edition  
 by Ka¬uΩniacki22 have been checked with the original and at a later stage  
 with a microfilm obtained from the Museum. 
Tf Cod. St.-Peterburg, RNB, F. P. I 24, Commented Apostolus, dating  
 from the 15-16th c. The explanations are located within the text. The na- 
 ture of the commentaries has not been subject of this investigation. The  
 text contains hypotheseis for each Epistle; pericope–numbers and liturgi- 
 cal indications are present, but not consistently distributed. Consulted  
 from photographs provided by the library and checked against 
theoriginal. 
P30 Cod. St.-Peterburg, RNB, Pogodin 30, Commented Apostolus, dated  
 end of the 14th c. Text of the same type as Tf: explanations within the  
 continuous text. Hypotheseis are present, liturgical indications and peri- 
 cope–numbers as well, but not consistently. Consulted on photographs  
 provided by the Library, checked against the original. 
 
Collation Technique 
Starting with the manuscripts means reading the manuscripts and collating 
them. Collations of all twenty pericopes were made by means of the compu-
ter program Collate23 (the details of which have been described in Bakker & 
 
21 The missing parts are: Acts 1, 1–13, 20; 1Cor 7, 28–37; ibid. 14, 21–33; 2Thess 
2, 3–15; 1Tim 4, 8–15, ibid. 5, 1–5; ibid. 6, 3–22; 2Tim 1, 10–4, 22; Tit 1, 1–3, 15; 
Phlm 1–25. The missing parts are supplied from the MSS St.-Peter-burg, RNB, Hilf 
14; Moskva, GIM, Sin. 7 and 18.  
22 Ka¬uΩniacki 1896; cf Van der Tak 1992. 
23 Produced by Oxford Computing Services for the Apple Macintosh computer. The 
heart of the program is a straightforward algorithm that compares the texts of a 
number of files and produces a list of differences (variant readings). Collate is 
especially designed to work with transcription–files and contains many useful 
features that make it a valuable tool for collating Slavic manuscripts (Robinson, 
1992). In the meantime an improved version 2 has appeared, but I did not use it for 
the present paper. 
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Van der Tak 1994), on the basis of the full text entered into the computer 




The program Collate makes a collation by comparing all transcription–files 
to a chosen base–text, which may either be one of the MSS or a self made 
‘abstract’. In order to avoid useless variants as a result of orthographic dif-
ferences, quite a number of vowels and consonants are ignored or equated to 
one another: this is the beginning of the process of data abstraction, required 
to make comparisons of textual variants meaningful. 
 It should be stressed at this point, that the diplomatic recording of the 
MSS is in no way affected by this data abstraction, because the computer pro-
gram makes abstracted copies of the transcription–files that are used only for 
the purpose of collating. These copies are destroyed immediately after the 
col-lation of a ‘block’ of the text (in the biblical texts a verse) has been com-
pleted. 
 
Regularisation and Replacement 
The data abstraction is effected by means of processes of replacement and re-
gularisation. The ‘replace’ feature is the most ruthless way of achieving this. 
One can e.g. replace all iotated vowels by their non–iotated counterparts in 
all manuscripts in all cases. In the same way it is possible to abstract from the 
many different ways to write ou (ou, u, ') or i (i, @, y, ", "!). In this way the 
computer is instructed to ignore the orthographic habits of individual scribes. 
The ultimate measure to be taken is omission: by replacing the yers and yors 
by nothing, we eliminate them from the collations so that they do not 
interfere with the work of the textual critic. 
 A more refined tool for data abstraction is regularisation. Here one can 
define equations for only one word in just one manuscript and/or in a group 
of manuscripts. This is the way in which many abbreviations are tackled, as 
well as e.g. the numerous ways of marking the fAsg -\ (+, <, ou, u). With 
this feature it is also possible to equate e.g. the ‘Serbian’ orthographic se with 
 
24 The degree of “diplomaticity” depends on the form in which the MSS have been 
accessible; microfilms yield more diplomatic features than editions without ac-cess to 
the original. 
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the reflexive s( , even excepting those places where genuine se (behold or 
that) is meant, in the manuscripts concerned. 
 For the researcher it is very important to know that all these replacements 
(about 40 in the pericopes here presented) and regularisations (about 1000) 
are recorded in the files that accompany every collation. At any chosen time 
dur-ing the collation–process these files can be consulted and specific 
replace-ments or regularisations can be modified or removed. 
 For the texts presented here I should stress the fact that in the apparatus 
Slavic words are given in their abstracted forms, i. e. without yers and/or 
iotation and with simplified vowels. I have chosen this presentation, because 
it makes no sense, in my opinion, to apply too strict orthographic standards 
to the rendering of textual variants in manuscripts of widely diverging origin. 
 
General Principles in the Establishment of the Text 
 
The Lectionary Character of the Text 
Because the lectionary text is given, the introductory “Brethren” is restored 
at the beginning of every pericope. As this word is always written in its ab-
breviated form, it is not clear from the manuscripts, which form of this word 
is to be adopted. As there are no signs of a second r, I have chosen brati&, 
and not bratri&. Decisions like this had to be taken at the beginning of a 
number of pericopes (see below). 
 It is commonly believed that the lectionary text of the New Testament 
was the first to be translated into Slavic (cf. note 8 above). As already noted 
in Bakker & Van der Tak 1994, no proof for this claim is found. The same 
still holds true after examining the pericopes here presented: there are no spe-
cific peculiarities for the lectionary text as opposed to the continuous vari-
ants, apart from the necessities caused by the text type itself (e.g. the addition 
or omission of “brethren” near the beginning or the end of a lesson). 
 
The Typikon and its Meaning 
The Typikon governs the day of the year on which a certain passage is to be 
read. This may either be a day determined by the date of Pentecost and/or 
Ea-ster (e.g. Saturday of the 13th week after Pentecost) or a fixed day of the 
cal-endar (e.g. 3rd of October). It is remarkable that in the Christinopolitanus 
only pericope–numbers to indicate the beginning of a lection and the desig-
J.G. van der Tak 14 
nation “end” are to be found. Incipit quotations, however, are missing. Es-
pecially the “end” marks often seem to be added to the text in a later stage, in 
C and in the other Commented texts consulted (Tf, P30) as well. Calendar 
days (most often feasts in honour of a Saint) are not present in C. 
 
Length of the Pericopes 
The difficulties encountered in determining the exact length of the lessons in 
the lectionary text can be exemplified by the pericope for the Saturday of 
week 12 after Pentecost: for this day, all 17 manuscripts present the text 1 
Cor. 1, 26–29. Most Lectionaries stop here and most Continuous MSS in-
dicate an “End of the lesson for Saturday” on this point. The commented 
MSS indicate only the beginning of this lection, not its end. On the basis of 
this evidence one could think that the lesson ends at 1, 29 and that in the 
com-mented manuscripts the end mark had been omitted erroneously. The 
lectio-nary O puts an end–mark at 1, 29, but the text goes on, because it is 
read also on Great Friday (1, 18–2, 3), at which point in the Menologion 
there is only a reference in order to save space. 
 The only recent work on these typikon–related questions, that of Çiflya-
nov25, states that the lesson for this Saturday contains the text from 1Cor 1, 
26 to 2, 5. The latter point is exactly where the Commented MSS have their 
starting mark for the next lesson. To remain within the limits of this paper I 
have confined the lesson to its minimal size (1Cor 1, 26–29), as most of the 
manuscripts that I consulted have it. I am fully aware that in doing so, I am 
basing myself on the weak argument of the majority. In view of the material 
at my disposal, however, no other solution was viable. Clearly much work on 
the Typikon still has to be done, but it is beyond the scope of this paper. 
 
Additions and Omissions at the Beginning of a Pericope 
As the lectionary text has been extracted from the continuous - at least in the 
Greek - some adaptations were necessary. Almost everywhere, at least the 
ad-dress “brethren” is added to the first words of the lectionary text. 
Consequent-ly, when this word occurs in the first sentence of the continuous 
text, it van-ishes from that place in the lectionary, because a “brethren” 
already occurred within the ‘memory span’ of the scribe (e.g. in Saturday 10, 
Rom 15, 30). Sometimes, however, farther reaching changes occur, as e.g. in 
 
25 Çiflyanov, 1976, p. 342. 
The Old Slavic Apostolus 
 
15 
the beginning of Sunday 10, where the continuous text contains m|¢+ bo 
qko, words omit-ted in the Greek and Slavic lectionaries. As can be seen 
from the apparatus ad locum, the Slavic manuscripts do not show a 
consistent distribution: the continuous T and P30 do not add these words. In 
a similar case, at the begin-ning of the lesson for Sunday of week 15 (2Cor 4, 
6), the word qko - not present in the lectionaries - is included by some of the 
continuous MSS, whereas other continuous MSS correctly separate the 
lection by the insertion (or “addition”, but we must be careful in the usage of 
this word, cf. note 26) of “brethren” between qko and bog). 
 As a result of these considerations, omissions and/or additions at the be-
ginning of a lesson do not have the same textual value as in the middle of a 
running text. The textual critic always has to be on the alert for textual vari-
ations that are generated by the text type to which a manuscript belongs and 
that may be characteristic just for that type without bearing on the text itself. 
Such variants should be eliminated from the apparatus. In this paper, how-
ever, I have not removed them, because I wished to illustrate the wide range 
of variety one encounters when dealing with this kind of manuscripts. 
 
Variants and their Classification 
A survey of the variant readings in the 20 pericopes presented here is useful 
to determine the limits of conscious intervention into the text. 
 The first group of accidental variants to be considered add to or omit 
from the text26. 
 
Omissions 
Haplography: When the eyes of the scribe make a jump, letters, words, and 
even whole phrases can be omitted by haplography. In 1 Cor 4, 13 (Sunday 
of the 10th week) the manuscripts SPF read qko tr:bi instead of q-ko 
otr:bi. 
 
26 A dangerous assumption at this stage, because this is precisely what we are 
looking for and do not yet know. Here, it is considered in reference to the inter-
mediary text, printed as main text. As will become clear from the part of this pa-per 
devoted to it (“The nature of the intermediary text”), the intermediary text is used as 
an independent basis for comparison. Already Colwell (1965, 373) re-marked that by 
the use of the descriptive categories of addition or omission the student tacitly 
assumes knowledge which he has not yet attained. I bear these re-strictions in mind. 
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Homoioteleuton and Homoioarkton: When virtually identical phras-es, 
with similar beginning or ending, occur at short distance from each other, the 
scribe may omit the text in between them. Examples of this phenomenon are 
1 Cor 15,44 (Saturday of week 18), where SRJPQFLM omit the last part of 
the verse: a}e ... douhov|¢o, obviously because the first part of this verse also 
contained t:lo douhov|¢o. 
 Omissions also occur on less easily explicable grounds and may be due to 
such trivial causes as lack of competence or attention of the scribe. 
 
Additions 
Additions are not frequent in the pericopes studied. This is remarkable for a 
text, allegedly belonging to a contaminated tradition. If it had indeed always 
been copied from more than one antigraph, additions and even 
contaminations should be expected in large numbers. 
Addition of Particles and Conjunctions: Particles are often added in 
repetitions or enumerations, such as 1Cor 4, 10, where a number of MSS in-
discriminately add je to the recurring my ... vy... Often je is also added auto-
matically to qko, probably because of the high incidence of qko je27 (e.g. 
1Cor9, 5: MSS PDLP30; 1Cor6, 15: MSS RBM; 1Cor4: 18,  MSS OZBTM 
F). A similar case is the repeated opposition in 1Cor15, 39–42 (“another 
flesh is that of man, another that of beasts...” etc.), where P adds a (“but”) in 
the second part of almost each pair of opposites, while OBFW almost at ran-
dom add i or je. 
 The conjunctions ili (“or”) and li (interrogation particle) are often con-
fused, and in a few cases li is added to an already sufficient ili, perhaps to 
be on the safe side (1Cor9, 7, MSS JPFALW). Some words seem to be added 
more readily than others, the most frequent being je, oubo, bo, li (passim). 
 Sometimes it is misunderstanding of the text that leads to addition, e.g. in 
1Cor9, 9, where R and T add ¢e. 
Formulaic Additions: Another category of additions is that of formulaic 
phrases. The words “Jesus Christ” frequently occur together, and when only 
“Jesus” occurs, scribes tend to add “Christ” automatically, regardless of their 
exemplar (e.g. 2Cor4, 14, where MSS U and S stand alone in the addition). 
 
27 Implicitely, I show here how we try, as far as possible, to divide words. If a word 
is proven to exist (the Slovník is our touchstone) on its own, we separate it whenever 
possible. 
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The same happens with gospoda, to which ¢a{ego is added in spite of the 
Greek original28 (2Cor11, 31, only ODCTf do not add; cf. the apparatus ad 
locum). 
 The well–known liturgical expression v:k) v:ka (“world without end”) 
leads to the addition of v:ka (v:kou) to v:k) in 2Cor9, 9 in JUM. In the same 
way, vs:mi is added to vami by the scribe of S in 1Cor16, 23, but this could 
also be due to the influence of the following paragraph. 
‘Superfluous’ Prepositions: The waning meaning of cases is perhaps 
responsible for the addition of k) to vam) (1Cor4, 17 by RJPT). A similar 
case forms ot) added to gospoda in 2Cor4, 10 by O. More difficult is the ad-
dition of ot) to mr)tvyh) in 1Cor15, 42 by J; here the addition may have 
been caused also by a difference in interpretation. 
A Special Case: As the letter i can represent not only the conjunction “and”, 
but also the first or last vowel of another word, it is often as difficult for the 
researcher as is must have been for the scribes to correctly segment the 
scriptio continua. Consider e.g. 2Cor6, 4–7, where the repetition leads to the 
independent addition of “and” in many MSS: v) skr)b|h) v) b:dah). v) 
t\gah) 5 v) ra¢ah). v) t|m|¢icah). v) ¢e stro&¢iih). v) troud:h) v) za-
b)d:¢iih). v) po}e¢iih) 6 v) ~i}e¢ii. v) razoum:. v) tr)p:¢ii. v) blago-
sti. v) dou{i sv(t:. v) l<b)ve ¢e licem:r¢:. 7 v) slovese isti¢|¢:. v) 
sil: bojii, just as it leads to the independent transposition of several of the 
elements in the MSS. 
 
Substitution 
Confusion of Words: Almost commonplace is the confusion between “we” 
and “you” and their corollaries “our” and “your” in the pericopes studied. 
Frankly speaking, I have not found a single passage in which one of these 
words occurs and where all 17 MSS give the same reading. This made me 
de-cide to leave out of the apparatus most of these instances, except where 
dif-ferences in interpretation could be inferred. Sometimes arguments from 
the Greek - where homophony leads to identical, or worse, confusion - had to 
play a decisive role in the choice for the correct Slavic text (cf. e.g. 2Cor6, 
16 and the commentary in the apparatus). 
 Confusion also occurs because of graphic similarity. Thus in 2Cor12, 6 
k)to was mistaken for kako by one scribe and consequently found its way 
 
28 The Greek text of Apostoliki Diakonia, however, includes hJmw'n. 
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into the MSS  DCTfKM. 
Lexical Variation: The use of synonyms is one of the features of Old Slavic 
texts that have been studied extensively in the past29. Because the rea-sons 
for this kind of changes have not yet been discovered, it is almost im-
possible to draw conclusions from these data. It can however be noticed that 
some groups of manuscripts have their own vocabulary: e.g. pos)la¢|¢ik) 
for apostol), blagov:stova¢i& for eva¢geli&, and the like are features of the 
manuscripts FALW. More details are given in  “Grouping of Manuscripts” 
below. 
 
Variation in Punctuation 
It seems as if the scribes of Old Slavic manuscripts placed a punctuation 
mark at the end of the portion of text they could recollect in one time, before 
having to look at their antigraph again. In this way the text is divided into 
so–called syntagmata , which clearly do not correspond to any modern way 
of dividing the text. Some scribes make shorter syntagmata than others, and 
there are many instances of individual scribes placing stops so awkwardly, 
that one could be inclined to ask whether they really understood what they 
were writing30. 
 Punctuation in the Old Slavic manuscripts used for this paper mainly 
consists of full stops. The colon or semicolon is sparsely used and only in 
manuscripts of relatively recent dating (viz. XVth or XVIth century). More-
over, the exact difference in meaning between the various punctuation marks 
is unclear. For this reason I have equated all punctuation marks to the full 
stop in the collations. It is clear, however, that much research still has to be 
done in this particular field in order to clarify the meaning of the use of va-
rious punctuation marks in given periods. 
 
 
29 E.g. Jagi⋲, III, 1920. 
30 I have to add immediately that, from the textual critic’s point of view, such 
scribes are to be preferred, because they are not inclined to change the texts sub-
mitted to them for copying.  
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The Intermediary Text 
The text given as base text is a neutral form of what can be distilled from the 
various MSS. It does not represent the text of any one MS with all its peculi-
arities, individual readings, etc. I have chosen this form of presentation be-
cause it is the form of text we wish to have in the end: the Slavic Version of 
the Greek Apostolus, to which all MSS are no more than witnesses. As in 
editions of Homer’s Odyssey or other texts from Classical Antiquity, we 
wish to publish not the representation of the text in one MS (witness), but the 
text as conceived by Homer, or something that comes as close to it as 
possible. 
 The collation method chosen for this paper requires a base text. It would 
have been natural to choose C itself, but C contains - even in the pericopes 
presented here - many singular readings and orthographic peculiarities (e.g. 
ou/< in the endings of the fAsg, etc.) that are not present in most of our ma-
nuscripts. So, if C had been chosen, it would nonetheless have been neces-
sary to create a separate file to remove these singularities as well as the ab-
breviations, in order not to violate the principle of the diplomatic rendering 
of the MS in the transcription–files. The lack of a folium in the middle of the 
lection for Saturday of week 17 (see below) also disqualifies C as the basis 
for the collation. 
 To stress the hypothetical character of this intermediary text, I have 
called this file ‘x’, to mark the fact that we are dealing with a non–existing 
MS. 
 
An Independent Measuring Stick 
One of the purposes of this paper is to clarify the position of the Christino-
politanus as a witness to the Apostolus text in comparison to a number of 
other MSS and to check its reliability. For the reasons stated above, it was 
necessary to create an independent measuring stick by which are to be judged 
not only the Apostolus C, but all the other MSS as well. In this way, the value 
of C can be clearly set off against its fellows. 
 
No Hazard of Omissions 
By adopting a non–manuscript–dependent text as the basis for the compari-
son, I have excluded the risk of omissions in the base text. That this is no 
imaginary fear, is illustrated by the pericope for Saturday of week 17 (1Cor 
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14, 20–25), where C unexpectedly lacks a folium and the text breaks off in 
the first words of verse 2131. Should I have used C as base text, this would 
have resulted in all other MSS recorded as having “additions”, an obvious ab-
surdity32. 
 
Abstraction from Orthographic and Dialectal Pecularities 
The use of a neutral intermediary text for the comparison of the text–witnes-
ses also offers the possibility to abstract from the vicissitudes of orthography 
and local dialect forms that one encounters in Slavic MSS. As these variants 
offer no contribution whatsoever to the text itself, they are already temporari-
ly removed from the manuscript–files during the collation process by the ‘re-
place’ and ‘regularisation’ features described above. 
 Because it is in no way certain, which kind of orthography or what dialect 
has more ‘ancestral rights’ than another, I have thought it wise to adopt in the 
neutral intermediary text the orthography of an equally neutral authority, the 
Slovník33, the orthography of which abstracts from dialectal variation as 
well. 
 
Normalisation of the Text 
A neutral intermediary text also requires lexico–grammatical normalisation, 
so that the textual comparison is not disturbed by the variations of individual 
scribes and MSS. In order to stay outside modern controversies, I have 
decided to adopt the orthography of the Slovník and the grammar of 




31 This omission has escaped the attention of some scholars dealing with this 
passage, e.g. Penev and Lavrov, who mark certain variants as attested by C on the 
absent page; obviously they are misled by Ka¬uºnia⋲ki’s edition, which does not 
clearly mark the passages filled in from other manuscripts (cf. Penev, 1989, p.282–
291; Lavrov, 19662, p33; see also above, note 20).  
32 An illustration of this absurdity is given in the edition of the Strumicki Apo-stolos 
(Blagova & Hauptova, 1990, passim); the rather peculiar position of this manuscript 
leads to an apparatus with many variants that are in fact the correct reading. As a 
matter of fact, the collation programme which I use does not accept lacunæ in the 
‘master’. This fact alone prevents the use of C for a base text. 
33 Slovník, 1958. 
34 Leskien, 1969. 




The diplomatic rendering of abbreviations in the transcription–files also 
yields useless variants in the collations. For this reason, in the base–text all 
abbreviations have been resolved and the individual variants in in the manu-
scripts are “regularized” to the full form35. 
 Words that only appear in their abbreviated form, e.g. brati&, brat|q or 
bog), bojii, gospod|, isous), hristos) and their derived and declined forms 
pose a separate problem. In these cases, I have based my choice on the 
major-ity usage36. 
Abbreviated forms of isous): The question has been raised, whether 
declined forms of the consistently abbreviated word isous) occur at all in 
Gospel MSS37. In the pericopes scrutinised in the present paper, two instan-
ces of the I isousom| occur. One of the occasions is 1Cor4, 14, where the text 
reads i ¢y isousom| v)skr:sit) (“and he will raise us through Jesus”). Here, 
all MSS clearly have a grapheme “m” as the last character of the vari-ous 
forms of abbreviation, sometimes even preceded by the Slavic equivalent of 
“with”. There can in my view be no doubt that the Slavic text here shows the 
I form of this noun. The second passage is different. Here (Rom 15,30) the 
text reads gospod|m| na{im| isous) hristom| (“[I beseech thee, breth-ren,] 
by our Lord Jesus Christ”). Twelve of the 17 MSS read ish(s)m, the other 
five have isouhm. Basing myself on the principle that words with an attested 
existence of their own should be recognised as separate words (cf. above, on 
addition of particles and conjunctions), I regard the word isous) here as a 
separate noun, showing no sign of declension. Consequently in the 
intermediate text the undeclined form appears. A number of scribes also add 
one or two supralinear signs for abbreviation (“titla”), but in my view no 
evidence can be drawn from these weakly visible signs for the breaking up of 
the scriptio continua. 
 More frequent is the G (or A) isousa. This case occurs 14 times, 3 times 
without following “Christ”. In these last places (2Cor4, 10, 11, 14) all wit-
 
35 This way of working practically sets a limit to the amount of text that can be 
handled in the computer in one time. The 20 pericopes presented here, comprising 
approximately 3200 words of Slavic text, require already slightly more than 1000 
"regularisations". Collation with some 20 manuscripts and this amount of 
regularisations becomes excruciatingly slow. 
36 Cf. above, “Length of pericopes”, on the weakness of such an argument. 
37 Temçin, 1994. 
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nesses have a clearly visible “a” ending, just as we discovered with the I 
case. The remaining 11 cases show three occurrences of an apparently 
undeclined form of “Jesus” in all MSS (1Cor1, 7; 1Cor16, 22; 2Cor11, 31). 
In the oth-er 8 instances, a varying minority (2–6 MSS, amongst which 
always38 D, while W misses out just once) has an abbreviation that ends in -
a, whereas the other MSS have the form is or iu. 
 The last case occurring in the pericopes is the L isous:. Its three occur-
rences all have a preceding “Christ” and they all show the case ending in the 
abbreviation (1Cor1,4; 1Cor4,15; 1Cor16, 24). 
 Summarising, I cannot support the thesis that declined forms of “Jesus” 
do not occur in the MSS of the Slavic Apostolus. It is possible, that in the 
formulaic combination “Jesus Christ” the first part was not felt as a separate 
word by all scribes and they did not feel obliged to express the case ending 
for the first part of what they considered as a solid unity. I draw attention to 
the fact, that when the order of the words is inversed, as is the case in all 
exam-ples of the L, the word “Jesus” in final position receives the case 
ending in the abbreviation. This conclusion is only provisional and only 
more compre-hensive research into this matter can clarify this interesting 
question. 
 Consequently, the intermediate text contains the undeclined form when 
the G or I case is followed by “Christ” and the declined form when it is not. 
Another interesting, but once more unresolved, question remains, why in the 
case of the L, the word order “Jesus Christ” is inversed in all our examples. 
 
No Reconstruction of the Original Translation 
After summing up the features of the intermediary text, I must stress the fact 
that I make no attempt at all to reconstruct the original Slavic translation of 
the Greek Apostolus text. The intermediary text I present on these pages is 
just the greatest common denominator of the textual data from the MS wit-
nesses. The use of textual criticism in the way as is common practice in edi-
tions of texts from classical antiquity (esp. the preference for primary forms 
that may have been the source of later corruptions) simply leads to the oldest 
attainable text on the basis of all MSS, and it is by no means certain, which 
stage in the development of the text between the original translation and the 
 
38 I emphasise however that the readings of D could not be checked from the ori-
ginal. 
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MSS can be reached in this way. That it is not the original translation itself 
should be clear from the foregoing. 
 There is another point to clarify about the intermediary text, viz. its flexi-
bility. Even though printed now, the text remains subject to changes, either 
by the recognition of new data from the manuscripts, or by the reinterpreta-
tion of these data by the textual critic. I can be sure that in the time between 
the completion of this paper and its publication, my views on certain passa-
ges will differ from those printed. For a parallel to such a constantly chang-
ing text, I refer to the critical edition of the Greek original of the New Testa-
ment. Its recent 27th edition offers a text considerably different from the 
first, owing both to new insights and newly discovered MSS, recent editions 
of other versions, and the like. The introductions to the various editions bear 
ample testimony to these developments as well as to the fact that the most 
recent edition will not be the definitive one. It is in this way that we have to 
consider the present first attempt to establish a critical text of a part of the 
Slavic New Testament: I hope that it will soon be superseded by new edit-
ions of the same text and more parts of the Apostolus as well as the Gospels, 
making use of an increasing number of manuscripts. With the use of modern 
computer–aided techniques for editing and collating as described in this 
paper, it must be possible to produce the first draft of a scientifically sound 
critical text of the Slavic Gospels and the Apostolus within a few years. 
 
Intermediary Text for a Group of Manuscripts 
Working with and developing an intermediate text, it occurred to me that it 
would be useful to collate not only individual manuscripts, but groups of 
manuscripts as well, which show identical variations in vocabulary and even 
in the use of grammatical constructions. Thus, I have tried to make a "sub–
x", e.g. for the manuscripts FALW, or the Commented texts. This has been 
proven to be a fruitful and efficient procedure, but one has to be careful in 
the number of deviations from the group one is willing to allow while still 
keep-ing the manuscript in the group. Another danger when following this 
practice is the blurring of individual features in the final apparatus. As this 
likelihood increases with the number of manuscripts, these individual 
readings will have to be collected in the introductory descriptions of all 
witnesses that have con-tributed to the text. In this way, the space in the 
critical apparatus can be re-served for variants, shared by groups or families 
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of manuscripts39. 
 
The apparatus criticus 
For the apparatus I have chosen the positive type, as opposed to the negative, 
which only indicates which MSS have variants, whereas in the positive type 
for every variant all MSS in which the passage occurs are quoted. (Moreover, 
I quoted the sigla of all manuscripts containing the text in the heading of ev-
ery pericope). 
 As a rule, I first give the sigla of the MSS that contain the reading of the 
underlined words in the main (intermediate) text. After those follow the vari-
ants in the Slavic witnesses, additions, omissions and in a few cases the 
Greek text, with variants where that seems appropriate. In order to facilitate 
the reading of the apparatus I present all witnesses in the same order in all 
places: first come the Lectionaries, then the Commented MSS, followed by 
the (other) Continuous texts. Within these groups the MSS are mentioned in 
order of estimated age. 
 
Abstracted Slavic Forms 
In the apparatus the Slavic words are cited in their ‘abstracted’ forms, as ex-
plained above under “Data Abstraction”. This means that prejotated vowels, 
yers or yors do not occur and that nasals are used simplified. Abbreviations 
are written in full, as in the intermediate text. No grammatical or orthograph-
ic standardisation was applied when quoting from the MSS themselves. 
 
Greek 
It is impossible to take a critical view of the text of the Slavic Apostolus 
without recourse to the Greek. In fact, I have done so when I felt that a Sla-
vic variant could only be explained by reference to the Greek text and/or the 
underlying variants. As I have made clear elsewhere, the Greek text at the 
basis of the Slavic translation is the Byzantine type, to be found nowadays in 
the editions of the Apostoliki Diakonia40 (Bakker & Van der Tak, 1994). 
However, as these editions lack a critical apparatus, I have quoted the 
 
39 A really critical apparatus is based on selection. In my view it does not make 
sense to simply enumerate all variants of all consulted manuscripts, thus creating a 
‘Variantenfriedhof’. Only the variants that have something to elucidate on the 
constitution of the main (intermediate) text have to be selected.  
40 Apostolus, 1987. 
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variants and the main text from the Nestle–Aland edition41, in which the 
Byzantine text type mostly coincides with the siglum ˜. 
 I have refrained from quoting text and/or the apparatus by Tischendorf42, 
because this edition is not easily accessible. In order to retain the transparen-
cy of my work for all possible readers, I kept for this publication to the most 
common available edition of the Greek New Testament, that of Nestle–Aland 
(N27)43. As this latter edition shows a predilection for Alexandrine readings 
and papyri, I will probably give the Greek text according to Tischendorf, 
where it diverges from N27, in the edition of the complete short Lectionary 




As a general principle, the apparatus gives no singular readings: in most cas-
es they are lapsus of individual scribes and have no bearing on the establish-
ment of the main text. Constant mention of the extreme corruption of e.g. 
manuscript R would blur the view of the whole. This principle is widely 
adopted in critical editions of classical texts, and I follow it here. 
 
Grouping the Manuscripts 
The small number of MSS used up to now makes grouping and the subse-
quent use of an intermediate group text a hazardous business. Yet it will be 
the only way to deal with the huge number of MSS we will have to collate in 
the future. As the number of MSS increases, however, I believe that grouping 
will become easier. By then, simple spot checks of fixed points in vocabulary 
and the like will be sufficient to rank the MS in question in one of the 
groups. 
 In the collations made for this edition, I use a single intermediate text for 
all MSS. However, in order to demonstrate the utility of a group–oriented 
approach, I present below the data collected separately for the manuscript 
groups FALW (at least partly designated by Voskresenski as the “Fourth 
 
41 Nestle–Aland, 199327 (= N27 in the apparatus). 
42 Tischendorf, 1859. 
43 The same text is printed in the GNT4, but the apparatus is different. Because the 
Christinopolitanus is treated in a remarkable way in the Introduction (cf. be-low), I 
thought it wise not to quote from this edition. 
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Recension”), DCTfP30 (the Commented MSS) and the three MSS TKM, 
which agree now with the Commented MSS (esp. KM), now with the 
Lectionaries (T), but insufficiently to be included in either group. In the data 
some striking features can be observed. 
 
The FALW–Group 
The coherence of the manuscripts FALW, which we already observed in the 
pilot project on six Apostolus pericopes44, is firmly corroborated in the peri-
copes presented here. They seem to form part of the so–called Fourth Recen-
sion, which was first distinguished by Voskresenski in his edition of some of 
the Epistles (Voskresenski 1896, 1904, 1906). 
 In the pericopes presented here, one of the most striking features is the 
well-noted fact that ‘pure Slavic’ forms appear to be substituted for loan-
words, e.g. blagov:stova¢i& in FA LW (e.g. 1Cor 9, 12 and 15, 1) corre-
sponds to eva¢geli& in the other witnesses, apostoly becomes pos)la¢|¢i-ky 
(1Cor 4, 9), pos)la¢|mi (1Cor 16, 3) corresponds to k)¢igami, `zy~|-skyi 
k)¢(z| in FALW (2 Cor 11, 31) with e#¢arh) of the lectionaries. 
 Other common features in the field of vocabulary are ¢adejda / oup)va-
¢i& (1Cor 9, 10)45, teles|¢aq / pl)tskaq (1Cor 9, 11), droug) drouga / sebe 
(1Cor 16, 20), oukarq&mi / okleveta&mi (1Cor 4, 12), blagodar+ / hval+ 
(1Cor 1, 4), outverdit) vas) / izv:stit) vy (1Cor 1, 8), pi{et) / pisa¢o 
&st) (1Cor 9, 9 a¢d 14, 21), v:ka / mira (1Cor 2,8), rasp(li / pro-p(li 
(ibid.), bod)rstvouite / b)dite (1Cor 16, 13), stroitel) / pristav|-¢ik) 
(1Cor 4, 1/2), to~i< / t)k)mo (2Cor 2, 2), poz¢a&te / razoum:&te (i-bid. 4), 
¢:cii / eteri (1Cor 4, 18), ¢) / a (2Cor 4, 8), makeliq / raz|m|-¢ica (1Cor 
10, 26), ispl)¢e¢i& / ko¢|c| (1Cor 10, 27 and 28), dl)gotr)-p:¢i& / 
tr)p:¢i& (2Cor 6, 6), bez~esti& / dosajde¢i& (2Cor 6, 8), bes\-&te s( / 
z)li s( d:&te (1Cor 14, 23), izobilovati / izbyt~|stvovati (2 Cor 9, 8), 
¢\jda / b:da (2Cor 9, 7), prostota / }edrota (2Cor 9,11), kro-m: / razv: 
(2Cor 12, 3), izglagola¢¢yi / izdre~e¢¢yi (2Cor 12, 4), bezou-me¢) / 
¢em\dr) (2Cor 12, 6). 
 After completing the textual part of this paper, I had the opportunity to 
review some 40 Apostolus MSS from Hilandar Monastery on Mt. Athos and 
 
44 Bakker & Van der Tak, 1994, p. 46. 
45 The variants are given in the order FALW / other MSS; these variants are not al-
ways mentioned in the apparatus, because this focuses on C. 
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various other repositories46, dating for the greater part from the XIVth to the 
XVIth century. They all shared the above mentioned features of the FALW 
group. In my view, this implies that the so–called Fourth Recension can no 
longer be seen as a relatively young development in the textual history of the 
Old Slavic version of the Apostolus nor as the result of a more or less 
thorough revision or even retranslation on the basis of a Greek original. 
 As I pointed out, Voskresenski (and Ka¬uΩniacki) have been the first to 
as-sume a division of the textual history of the Slavic Apostle into four or 
five recensions, redactions, or even revisions, and it has been repeated many 
times after them. Already now it seems to me, however, that the presumption 
of such a sequential division is premature in the light of my textual findings 
in the pericopes presented here and that, as a consequence, we have to be 
very cautious with speculations concerning the history of the textual 
tradition. The division into such recensions seems to me all the more 
questionable, be-cause on close inspection the Second and Third Recension 
appear to consist of a very restricted number of representatives. 
 
The Commented Manuscripts 
The traditional ordering of the witnesses according to the way in which they 
present the NT–text, Lectionary, Continuous or Commented, seems to be 
reflected by an internal opposition. As the apparatus shows repeatedly, the 
Commented MSS (viz. the manuscripts DCTfP30) have textual variants that 
distinguish this group from the other MSS. Below, I give an analysis of the 
passages, where the Commented MSS have readings of their own, to begin 
with the lexical variants not shared with the Lectionaries and/or the Continu-
ous47: ¢astav|¢ik) / p:stou¢) (1Cor4, 15); gli¢¢:h) / sk\d)l|¢:h) (2 Cor4, 
7); jiv(}| / jivotvor`}| (1Cor15, 45). 
 In combination with K, M, or T (sigla in brackets), the list of variants in 
vocabulary is longer: za vy (K) / o vas) (1Cor1, 4); ou DCP30K (v| TfM) / o 
(1Cor1, 6); vladik (K) / k)¢(™| (1Cor2, 8); prop(li (TM) / rasp(li (1Cor 
2, 8) ; prokl(t) (PM) / a¢a#ema (1Cor16, 22); razveli~ati s( (M) / raz-
 
46 I sincerely express my gratitude to the monks of Hilandar Monastery as well as to 
the Director and staff of the Hilandar Room in the University Library of the Ohio 
State University for the excellent opportunities to study all relevant materi-als. 
47 Quotations are in the order DCTfP30 / other MSS; because C plays a role in all 
these variants, they can be found in the apparatus as well. Again, I give the Slavic 
words in their ‘abstracted’ forms. 
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gr)d:ti (three times: 1Cor4, 18, 19 and 5, 2); t:{im (M) / molim) s( (ibid. 
4, 13); vsplakaste (M) / plakaste (ibid. 5, 2); ouje (M) / se (ibid. 5, 3); v im( 
(M) / o ime¢i (ibid. 5, 4); zovet (T) / prizyva&t) (1Cor10, 26); spostijemi 
(M) / ostavlq&mi (2Cor4, 9); hram (K) / cr)k)vi (2Cor6, 16); m:sto add. to 
sy¢ (KM) (ibid. 6, 18). 
 More significant than simple lexical variation is the choice of a periphras-
tic perfect consisting of a participle with a form of “to be” by the Comment-
ed MSS (in the last two examples +M) in contrast with the others : pisa¢o 
byst) / v)pisa s(. (1Cor9,10); li{e¢om) byti / li{iti s( (1Cor1, 7); 
vst(za¢ b\d\, or ist(za¢ b\d\ / v)st(j\ s( (1Cor4, 3). Here the Com-
mented MSS seem to display a syntactical pattern of their own. 
 Although this grouping needs confirmation from more witnesses of the 
same type, I think that we have sufficient reason to assume the existence of a 
specific tradition of the Commented MSS. This might imply the assumption 
that these texts were copied from each other, but we cannot be sure until 
more research is done into both the text itself and into the nature and the con-
tents of the commentaries. 
 The exact boundaries of the Commented group are not yet clear, but it is 
quite certain that from the MSS used for this paper the MSS D, C, Tf and P30 
belong to it. As will be clear from the above listings, they are often joined by 
the MSS K, T and M. As for K, this is not surprising at all, be-cause in his 
description of it, Bakker mentions the occurrence of commen-taries within 
the text of at least the Epistle to Timothy48. So, a firm exter-nal link with the 
Commented MSS exists for this witness. More suprising-ly, the Commented 
MSS are often joined by M and T, manuscripts for which no external link 
with this type of MSS exists at all. For the moment, noth-ing more can be 
said about this. Maybe the collation and critical edition of the next 40 
pericopes from the Pentecost lectionary can shed some light on this question. 
 
The Position of the Christinopolitanus 
One of the main aims of this publication is to clarify the position of the 
Apostolus Christinopolitanus in the textual tradition of the Slavic Apostolus 
text. Two conclusions about this manuscript will be clear after studying the 
data in the apparatus below. The first conclusion is that the Christinopolita-
nus is a representative of a (perhaps) important subgroup in the tradition: that 
 
48 Bakker, 1990. 
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of the Commented MSS. There are virtually no examples of C joining the 
lectionaries and/or the FALW group, while at the same time being in conflict 
with the MSS DTfP30. The second conclusion was already noted in the pilot 
project on the six pericopes: C and its commented companions show many 
signs of revision, probably based on comparison with a Greek original. Once 
more, the apparatus below bears ample witness to this49. This precludes the 
consideration of C as representative of an early stage of the text. 
 As mentioned, the Christinopolitanus  has often been treated as the main 
representative of “the” Slavic Apostolus, e.g. the Introduction to GNT50 
terms it “the earliest and most reliable manuscript of the Apostolus”, togeth-
er with the Apostolus of  iŸtovac and, mirabile dictu, the editions of the 
Gospels by Vajs. Apart from the questionable character of the edition by Ka-
¬uΩniacki, it is quite absurd to put this single representative of a specific text 
type, which may have undergone revision, on one line with the reconstruc-
tion of the Gospel texts by Vajs, for which several manuscripts were used in 




An interesting feature of the texts presented here is that they contain just over 
3.000 (Slavic) words, on which there are some 300 textual variations. Not all 
of them will be worth mentioning in a critical edition, even though I already 
omitted the singular readings and variations in word–order. The variations 
due to the text type are of no importance for the final establishment of the 
text. If only the variations related to the Christinopolitanus manuscript are 
counted, the number of variations shrinks to 116 (which almost is almost 
equal to the number of notes). The largest part of the text is thus exempt from 
variation. One could therefore ask, whether it really matters to review all—or 
almost all—2.000 manuscripts of the Slavic Apostolus in order to establish 
the text of it beyond reasonable doubt. It could well be feasible to establish a 
text on basis of a representative selection. Possibly, this paper can contribute 
to make such a selection. 
 
 
49 I refer to 1Cor4, 11; 1Cor3, 6; 2Cor4, 15; 1Cor10, 23; 1Cor10, 28; 2Cor11, 31. 
50 Aland, 1993,4,, pp. 28/9*. For a full disucssion of the use of the Slavic ver-sion in 
this Introduction, see Bakker, 1995. 
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Text 
The Lessons for Saturdays and Sundays 
of Week 10–20 after Pentecost 
 
Saturday of Week 10 after Pentecost: Rom. 15 30–33 
(MSS: SORJBPQDCTfP30KTMFALW) 
15 30 brati&. mol+ je vy 51 gospod|m| ¢a{im| isous) hristom| 52 za 
l<b)v| douhov|¢\+. posp:{|stvouite mi v) molitvah) o m|¢: k) bogou. 
31 da izbavl+ s( ot) protivlq+}iih) mi53 s( v) i<d:i. i da slou-
j|ba mi qje54 v) i&rousalim:. pri`ta sv(tyimi da b\det). 32 da ra-
dosti+ prid\ k) vam). vol&+ boji&+ i po~i+ s) vami. 33 bog) je 
mira55 s) v|s:mi vami ami¢|. 
 
Sunday of Week 10 after Pentecost: 1 Cor 4 9–16 
(MSS: SORJBPQDCTfP30KTMFALW) 
4 9 brati&. 56 bog) ¢y apostoly posl:d|¢`` qvi57. qko ¢as)mr)t|¢iky. 
qko pozorou byhom) v|semou mirou. aggelom) i ~lov:kom). 10 my boui 
hri-sta radi. vy je m\dri o hrist:. my ¢emo}|¢i. vy je kr:p)ci. vy 
 
51 brat|& add DCTfKTMALW (+ moq P30) from the full text.  
52 i add. QCP30TfTFW. Cf. above “Abbreviated Forms of isous)” for a discussion 
of the declension of the word isous). 
53 SBRTM, m|¢: AF, om OQPCTfP30KL  
54 SOBQP30TMFALW, eje R, ije CTf, est add R. RCTf disregard the gender of 
sloujba. 
55 SOBRJPQP30TFALW M, mirou CTf. “Alleingang” of CTf. Cf., however, also 
1Cor9, 2 and 9, 7 in the lesson for Sunday 11. 
56 m|¢+ bo qko add DCTfFALW (Gr. dokw' gavr N27, add o{ti Q2 D2 ˜ vgcl sy). 
The addition in the beginning is typical for the Continuous MSS in contrast to the 
lectionaries, but the distribution does not follow this division exactly. As for the 
Continuous MSS, it depends on the accurateness of the scribe, whether he excluded 
these words by means of an initial at bog). Many marginal incipit quotations in-clude 
these words.  
57 SORJBQP30KTFALW, qvil) PCTfM. C and companions use the pf (without 
aux), thought to be a non–witness form. 
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slav|¢i. my je be}|st|¢i. 11 do ¢y¢:{|¢q&go ~asa.  58al)~em) i 
j(jdem) i ¢azi byva&m)59. strajdem) i skyta&m) s(. 12 i troujda&m) 
s( d:la+}e svoimi r\kami. okleveta&mi blagoslovim) go¢imi 
oudr)jim) s(60. 13 houlimi molim)61 s(. qko otr:bi62 v|semou mirou 
byhom). v|s:m) pop|-ra¢i& dosel:. 14 ¢e sramlq` s(63 vas) pi{\ sii. ¢) 
qko ~(da svoq v)z-l<bl&¢aq ¢akaza+64. 15 a}e bo t|m\ p:stou¢)65 
imate o hrist:. ¢) ¢e m)¢ogy ot|c(. o hrist: bo isous: eva¢geli&m| az) 
vy rodih). 16 mol+ je vy podob|¢y mi byvaite. 
 
Saturday of Week 11 after Pentecost: 1 Cor 1 3–8 
(MSS: SOZRJBPQDCTfP30KTMFALW) 
1 3 brati&. blagodat| vam) i mir) ot) boga ot|ca gospoda ¢a{ego isous) 
 
58 i add DCTfP30KW {kai; peinw'men... N27}. Sign of revision in these MSS or 
simply addition of an extra copula to the string? 
59 ORJPDCTfP30KM, ¢agotou&m) SBQTFALW. Both variants are attested in old 
as well as in more recent MSS, although the latter variant is dominantly present in 
Continuous MSS, sharing features of the FALW group. The periphrastic render-ing is 
thought to be primary and has been chosen in the text. 
60 SBRJPDP30KTMFALW, drjim s( Q, tr)pim) CTf. C and Tf are not joined by 
either P30 or K and M and are likely to have individual variants, as is the reading in 
Q {ajnecovmeqa N27, AD}. 
61 SOBPQKTFALW, mlimy R , oumlim J, t:{im DCP30Tf , t:{im se M. Why 
did C cum suis choose this rare word to render parakalou'men, omitting even the 
following s(? 
62 BQDCTfP30KTMALW, tr:bi SPF, tr:bova¢ie RJ, tr:bimi O. SPF show haplo-
graphy, which may be the origin of the corruption in O, as well as in RJ; C sides with 
the majority. 
63 SORJPQDP30TM, om CKTfFALW, je B. The combination of CTfK and FALW 
is interesting and up to a certain extent paralleled in note 56 above, but is not joined 
by the Commented MSS D or P30; B offers a simple error. 
64 nouqetw' AD, B D F Y ˜ latt; nouqetw'ªnº N27 ∏11 ÅACPpc. The Slavic is un-
certain because of confusion of the nasals. 1sg ¢akaza+ found in SORJBPQDCTM 
TfFW (K illegible). ZLA pra -(.vy add OJPR. 
65 SOBPQTMFALW, petakoly J , ¢astav|¢ik) DCTfP30, ¢astav|¢iky Z. The 
group DCTfP30 shares a significant variant with Z (after corruption?). The J variant 
may be an old reading, echoing the Greek paidagovgouı. 
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hrista. 4 hval+ boga mo&go v|segda o vas)66. o blagodati bojii da¢:i 
vam) o hrist: isous:. 5 qko v|s|de obogatiste s( o ¢&m| v|s:m| slovom|. 
i v|sem| razoumom|. 6 qko je tai¢a bojiq67 izv:sti s( o68 vas). 7 qko 
vam) ¢e li{iti s(69 ¢i &di¢ogo je darova¢iq. ~a+}em) qvl&¢iq go-
spoda ¢a{ego isous) hrista. 8 ije izv:stit) vy do ko¢|ca. ¢e povi¢|¢y v) 
d|¢| gospoda70 ¢a{ego isous) hrista. 9 v:r|¢) bog) im|je z)va¢y71 byste. 
v) ob|}e¢i& sy¢a &go isous) hrista gospoda72 ¢a{ego. 
 
Sunday of Week 11 after Pentecost: 1 Cor 9 2–12 
(MSS: SOZRJBPQDCTf P30KTMFALW) 
9 2 brati&. pe~at| 73 mo&mou apostol|stvou74 vy &ste o gospodi. 3 moi 
ot)v:t) v)st(™a+}iim) me¢e &st) se. 4 eda ¢e imam) vlasti qsti i 
piti. 5 eda ¢e imam) vlasti sestry75 je¢y76 voditi. qko i pro~ii apo-
 
66 SOZBRJPQRTMFALW, za vy DCTf P30K. C joins the other Commented MSS 
and K (see Introduction). 
67 SOZBJPQ, (i) s)v:d:tel|stvo hristovo (DCTfP30KTM)FALW, {to; 
martuvrion tou' cristou' N27, AD}. The Greek would support s)v:d:tel|stvo 
hristovo of C and the other Commented MSS, but not i; FALW sharing this reading 
could be a sign of revision, but in KTM revision is not frequent. 
68 SZBRJPQTFALW, ou DCP30K: error probably from the Glagolitic, v; as in v| 
TfM, secondary to the reading of DCP30K, thus proving affinity within the Com-
mented group and with KM; O reads vam) in stead of o vas). 
69 SOZBJPAW (li{ati L), li{it) s( RQF, li{e¢om) byti DCTfKTM, li{e¢ym| 
byti P30. Again C shares with the Commented MSS and KTM the use of a pf tense in 
contrast with the lectionaries and FALW. 
70 SZBRJPQDP30TMFALW, gospodi CTfK. This grammatical variant is repeated 
by C alone in the next verse (note 72).  
71 SZBRJPQDKP30TFALWM, izbavl&¢i C, priz)va¢i Tf. A curious singular 
read-ing in C, not supported by other Commented MSS; understandable in Tf. 
72 Cf. note 70. 
73 SOZBRPQDTM, bo add JCP30TfFALW. {gavr N27, om AD}. Revision in some 
MSS, or simply an addition from the continuous text? 
74 SZBRJPQKTFALW, mo&go apostol|stva ODCTfP30M. If the use of the D is 
primary to that of the G, this place is to be counted as a proof for corruption in O. C, 
the other Commented MSS and M, would in that case have a secondary reading. But 
then, the G and D case could simply have been interchangeable, as in note 76 below. 
75 SOZRJBPQK, sestr\ TFALW, sestro< DCTfP30, qsti i piti M. The cluster 
DCTfP30 has an individual variant, not shared by K or M; the latter interchanges 
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stoli. i bratiq gospod|¢qq. i kifa. 6 ili &di¢) az) i var¢ava. ¢e ima-
v: vlasti ¢e d:lati. 7 k)to voi¢) byva&t) svoimi obroky koli. k)to ¢asa-
jda&t) vi¢ograd). i ot)77 ploda &go ¢e qst). ili78 k)to paset) stado i 
ot) ml:ka stadou79 ¢e qst). 8 eda po ~lov:kou se80 glagol+. ili ¢e v) 
zako¢: sih)81 glagol&t). 9 v) moiseov: bo zako¢: pisa¢o &st). ¢e 
obr)ti{i volq vr)h\}a. eda o vol)h) radit) bog). 10 ili ¢as) radi 
glagol&t). ¢a-s) bo radi v)pisa s(.82 qko ¢a83 oup)va¢ii84 dl)j|¢) &st) 
or`i orati. i vr)hyi ¢a oup)va¢i& svo& pri~(}ati s(.85 11 a}e my vam) 
douhov|¢aq s:qhom). veli& a}e my vam) pl)t|skaq poj¢&m). 12 a}e i¢i 
va{ei vla-sti pri~(}a+t) s(. ¢e pa~e li my. ¢) ¢e s)tvorihom) po 
 
verses 4 and 5a and reads oblasti, an old form, already found in the Clozianus, for 
vlasti. 
76 SOZBRJPQDCTfP30K, je¢: T, je¢\ FALW (gunai'kaı F G a b; ajdelfh;n gu-
nai'ka N27, AD). CDP30Tf not having the sg excludes revision in this group of MSS, 
but FALW do show revision. 
77 ot) all MSS follow the Greek Byzantine text{to;n karpovn N27; ejk tou' karpou' 
˜ Y and AD}. 
78 ili SRJPQTMFALW, om OZBDCTfP30K; {h[ N27 ˜ and AD; om Y}. The MSS 
are neatly divided in groups: DCTfP30 and three lectionaries omit, FALW and oth-er 
lectionaries keep ili. It could also be that a different Greek source (e.g. Y, for once 
diverging from the Byz. majority) lies at the root of this divergence. 
79 SORJKTFALW, stada ZBQDCTf, om P30M. Decisive evidence for the reading 
in the text is meagre; the group DCTfP30 is divided and the lectionaries disagree with 
each other (B vs. S and O); as things are, stada could be just as acceptable a choice. 
80 SOZBJPRQTM, si( FAW; om DCTfP30. The groups distinguish themselves 
quite clearly: FAW restore the Greek pl, DCTfP30 omit.  
81 OZJDCTfP30KTM, se SPQB, li si( FALW. The G sih) has the support of T 
and O as well as the DCTfP30 group. 
82 SZBPQTMFALW, oubo pisa J, pisa¢o byst) DCTfP30. C cum suis is remarkable 
in its use of the pf {Greek: ejgravfh N27}; cf. the Introduction. 
83 SOZBRJPQTM, o DCTfP30FALW. C chooses the same prep as below, note 85. 
84 SOZRBJP(DCKTM, ¢adejdi TfFALW 
85 SOBQMFALW, pri~(}a&t) s( ZJPT, priob}it) s( CTf, priob}ati DP30, o 
ou-p)va¢i& add DCP30, o ¢adejdi add Tf, oupova¢ii add M. The change in word–
order reflects a Greek divergence: ejp j ejlpivdi tou` metevcein N27, th`ı ejlpivdoı 
aujtou` metevcein ejp j ejlpivdi Y ˜; AD. The occurrence of 3sg in many Slavic MSS 
- among them C - has no basis in the Greek and must be an inner–Slavic corruption. 
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oblasti sei. ¢) v|se tr)pim). da ¢e pr:kra}e¢iq etera86 dam)87 eva¢geli< 
hristovou. 
 
Saturday of Week 12 after Pentecost: 1 Cor 1 26–29 
(MSS: SOZRJPQDCTfP30KTMFALW) 
1 26 brati&. vidite88 z)va¢i& va{e 89. qko ¢e m)¢o™i li pr:m\dri po 
pl)ti. ¢e m)¢o™i li sil|¢i. ¢e m)¢o™i li blagorod|¢i. 27 ¢) bouqq mi-
ra90 izb|ra91 bog). da posramit) pr:m\dry`. i ¢emo}|¢aq izb|ra92 bog). 
da posramit) kr:p)kaq93. 28 i bezdrod|¢aq v|sego mira94 i oukore¢aq 
izb|ra bog). i ¢e s\}aq. da s\}aq oupraz¢it). 29 qko da ¢e pohvalit) 
s( v|sqka pl)t| pr:d) bogom|.* 
 
Sunday of Week 12 after Pentecost: 1 Cor 15 1–11 
(MSS: SOPZRQDCTfKTMFALW) 
1 brati&. s)kaza+ je vam) eva¢geli& mo&. &je blagov:stih) vam). &je 
pri`ste. v) ¢&m|je i stoite. 2 im|je i s)pasa&te s(. kyim| slovom| 
blagov:stih) vam). a}e s)d|rjite. razv: a}e ¢e v) sou& v:rou&te. 3 pr:-
 
86 OZBRJQD, etero TM, ko&go FALW, kotorago CKTf, kotoram| P30, om S, kogda 
my F; (blagov:stova¢i< in F and in ALW like many other lexical variants common 
for this group; cf. Introduction). C does not have the oldest form of pronoun. 
87 SZBJPQDP30KTML, dame O, damy CTfAWR. The C variant does not figure in 
the extant grammars, despite its frequency in Apostolus MSS. 
88 SORJPQTFALW, bl<d:te je DCTfP30K, smotrite oubo M; bo add TFAW, 
oubo add L. DCTfP30 ally with K in this variant; M, singular in reading, allies with L 
in the addition; TFAW add bo {gavr N27, ou\n DFG}. 
89 bratie add CTfP30KMFALW {ajdelfoiv N27}. The Continuous MSS only seem-
ingly add, because the lectionaries move the address to the beginning of the les-son. 
90 SJPQDCP30TfKTMFALW, v|sego add PDCTfKM, v|semou mirou Z, li v|semou 
mirou O, mir: R. As v|s| mir) is commonly considered to be the original trans-lation 
for kovsmoı, the addition of v|s| should not surprise. 
91 SOZRJPQP30TFALW, izbral DCTfKM. C cum suis prefer the pf; cf. note 92. 
92 SRJQTFALW, izbral DCTfP30K; cf note 91. 
93 SOQJKDP30TMFALW, om R, kr:pkoe CTf, a surprising sg in CTf. 
94 PDCTfP30, mira JFALW, vsego K, v mirj T, v|semou mirou OZ, om M. A rather 
unclear picture, cf. above. 
* Because of a problem related to the Typikon I break off the lesson at this point; 
cf. above “Length of the Pericopes”. 
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dah) bo vam) ispr)va. &je i pri`h). qko hristos) oumr: gr:h) radi ¢a-
{ih) po k)¢igam). 4 i qko pogrebe¢) byst). i qko v)sta v) tret|i d|¢e po 
k)¢igam). 5 i qko qvi s( kif:. po tom| je &di¢omou ¢a des(te95. 6 po 
tom| je qvi s( bol& p(ti s)t) bratii &di¢o+. ot) ¢ih)je m)¢ojai-
{ii96 pr:byva+t) dosel:. eteri97 je po~i{(. 7 po tom| je qvi s( iq-
kovou. po tom| je apostolom) v|s:m). 8 posl:jde je98 v|s:h). qko izvra-
gou qvi s( i m|¢:. 9 az) bo &sm| m|¢ii apostol). ije ¢:sm| dostoi¢) 
¢aricati s( apostol). za¢& go¢ih) cr)k)v| boji+. 10 blagodati+ je bo-
ji&+ &sm|. &je &sm|. i blagodat| &go qje v) m|¢: ¢e t)}a byst). ¢) 
li{e v|s:h) troudih) s(. ¢e az) je ¢) blagodat| bojiq. qje s) m)¢o+. 
11 a}e oubo az) a}e li99 o¢i. tako propov:da&m). i tako v:rovaste.  
Saturday of Week 13 after Pentecost: 1 Cor 2 6–9 
(MSS: SOZRBPQDCTfP30KTMFALW) 
2 6 brati&. pr:m\drost| je glagol&m) v) s)vr){e¢yih). pr:m\drost| je 
¢e v:ka sego. ¢i k)¢(™| v:ka sego pr:sta+}iih). 7 ¢) glagol&m) boji+ 
pr:m\drost|. v) tai¢: s)kr)ve¢\+. +je pro¢are~e bog). pr:jde v:k) v) 
slav\ ¢a{\. 8 &+je ¢ik)to je ot) k)¢(™|100 mira101 sego ¢e razoum:. 
 
95 SOPQDP30WKTM, ob:ma ¢a des(te CTfFAL. Here, the number of the Apostles 
seems to be under discussion, like in some of the other versions {Greek: e{ndeka D* 
F G latt syhmg, dwvdeka N27, AD}. 
96 SOBRPKDCTfP30TMFALW, m¢ojai je C. Slip of the pen or the ear? 
97 KRT, drouzi SOPDCTfP30M, ¢:cii FALW. The older form seems to be repre-
sented by a minority. The FALW group clearly has its own vocabulary. drou™ii 
would be the choice of the majority. 
98 SOZBKLW, posle je DCTfF, posl:d je RP30TA, posl:di je QM, po tom je... 
izvragou P. The sequence –jde je brings about some confusion: P is clearly cor-rupt, 
others have a word of later coinage. 
99 SOBRPQKDP30TMFALW, om CTf. The unity of the Commented MSS is bro-
ken here by an almost singular reading in C and Tf. 
100 SOTfTFALW, vladik DCP30K, ~lov:k M, ot k)¢(™ om B, ot... sego om RQ. A 
lexical variant in a group of MSS. 
101 SOBPKDP30TM, v:ka CTfFALW. Lexical variant, but not along the same di-
vision line as in note 100. Common to both variants is the disintegration of the 
Commented MSS group. 
J.G. van der Tak 36 
a}e bo by{( razoum:li. ¢e by{( gospoda slav: rasp(li102. 9 ¢) qko je 
&st) pisa¢o. ih)je oko ¢e vid:. i ouho ¢e sly{a. i ¢a sr)d|ce ~lov:kou ¢e 
v)zido{(. qje103 bog) ougotova l<b(}iim) &go.  
Sunday of Week 13 after Pentecost: 1 Cor 16 13–24 
(MSS: SOZRBPQDCTfP30KTMFALW) 
16 13 brati&. b)dite i stoite v) v:r: m\jaite s( outvr)jdaite s(. 14 
v|sq vam) l<b)vi+ da byva+t). 15 mol+ je vy brati&. v:ste dom) 
stefa¢i¢ov) i for)tou¢atov). qko &st) ¢a~(t)k) ahai`. i v) slouje¢i& 
sv(tyim)104 ou~i¢i{( sebe. 16 da i vy povi¢ouite s( takovyim). i v|sq-
komou posp:va+}ou&mou i troujda+}ou&mou s(. 17 radou+ je s( o 
pri{|stvii stefa¢i¢ov: i for)tou¢atov:. i ahaikov:. qko va{e li{e¢i& 
sii ispl)¢i{(. 18 pokoi{( bo moi douh) i va{|. z¢aite oubo takovy`. 19 
c:lou+t) vy cr)k)vi asiiskii. c:lou+t) vy o gospodi m)¢ogo. akul)la 
i priskul)la. s) doma{|¢\+ 105 cr)k)vi+. 20 c:lou+t) vy bratiq v|sq. 
c:louite sebe lob)za¢i&m| sv(tom|106. 21 c:lova¢i& mo&+ r\ko+ pav|-
l&+. 22 ije ¢e l<bit) gospoda isous) hrista. da b\det) a¢a#ema107. 
mara¢a#a. 23 blagodat| gospoda ¢a{ego isous) hrista s) vami. 24 l<by 
 
102 SOBRPQKFALW, prop(li DCTf P30TM. The Commented MSS (this time 
united and joined by T and M) have a different prefix. 
103 SOZPTDP30FALW, (ko je R, &je B, ihje CTfKM, egoje Q. CTfKM possibly 
have retained the G from the preceding relative. 
104 SKRDTf, sv(tyimi OBPQCP30TMFALW. The corruption seems to be deeply 
rooted in the Slavic MSS, this time including C. 
105 SORQPKDP30M, im) add CTfFA, ih add LW, e< add BT {aujtw'n AD}. Most 
lectionaries omit; ih seems to be the result of revision, but so may seem the other 
additions. All ‘groups’ are divided on this point. 
106 SBPRTfK, sv(tyimi ZOQDCP30TMFALW. Here C, along with most Slavic 
manuscripts, erroneously combines an sg noun (lobza¢iem|) with a pl adjective. The 
underlying opposition is, of course, between indef sv(tom| and def sv(tyim|, 
corrupted to –i.  
107 SOZBRQKTFALW, prokl(t) PDCTfP30M. The Commented MSS set them-
selves apart, joined by M and this time also by P. The Greek word is untranslated in 
most lectionaries and FALW: this observation contradicts the thesis that older MSS 
simply transliterate difficult Greek words and that ‘pure Slavic’ forms stem from a 
more recent date (cf. also the note 171). 
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moq s) v|s:mi vami o hrist: isous: ami¢|. 
 
Saturday of Week 14 after Pentecost: 1 Cor 4 1–5 
(MSS: SOZRJBPQDCTfP30KTMFALW) 
4 1 brati&. tako ¢y da m|¢it) ~lov:k). qko slougy hristovy. i pristav|-
¢iky tai¢am) bojiqm). 2 a &goje pro~e& i}ete v) pristav|¢ic:h). da 
v:r|¢) k)to obr(}et) s(. 3 m|¢: je ¢e v) veliko &st). da ot) vas) v)st(-
j\ s(108 ili ot) d|¢e ~lov~|ska. ¢) ¢i sebe v)st(™a+. 4 ¢i~|so je bo sebe 
s)v:d:. ¢) ¢e o sem| oprav|da+ s(. v)st(™a`i je m( gospod| &st). 5 t:-
m| je ¢e pr:jde vr:me¢e ¢i~|so je ¢e s\dite. do¢|deje pridet) gospo-
d|. ije prosv:tit) tai¢aq t|my. i qvit) s)v:ty sr)d|~|¢y`. i t)gda 
pohvala b\det) komouj|do ot) boga.  
Sunday of Week 14 after Pentecost: 2 Cor 1 21–24 2 1–4 
(MSS: SOZBPJQDCTfP30KTMFALW) 
1 21 brati&. izv:}a`i je ¢as) s) vami v) hrista. i pomazavyi ¢as) bog). 
22 i z¢ame¢avyi ¢as). i dav) obr\~e¢i& douha v) sr)d|ca ¢a{a. 23 az) 
je s)v:d:telq boga ¢arica+ ¢a mo+ dou{\. qko }(d( vas) paky ¢e 
pridoh)109 v) kori¢#). 24 ¢e qko oustoim) va{ei v:r:. ¢) qko 
posp:{|¢i-ci &sm) radosti va{ei. v:ro+ bo stoite. 2 1 s\dih) je seb: 
se. ¢e paky skr)bi+ k) vam) priti. 2 a}e bo az) skr)b| tvor+ vam). k)to 
&st) vesel(i m(. t)k)mo pri&ml`i skr)b| ot) me¢e. 3 ibo p|sah) vam) se 
isto&. da ¢e pri{|d) skr)b| ¢a skr)b| priim\. o ¢ih)je podoba&t) mi 
radovati s(. ¢ad:`v) s( ¢a v|s( vy. qko moq radost| v|s:m) vam) &st). 
 
108 SOBRJQKTFALW, vami vst(za¢ b\d\ CP30M, vami ist(za¢ b\d\ DTf, 
vami ispita¢ b\d\ i d¢e P, st(j\ s( F, ist(j\ s( AW, t)jd\ s( L. The text of 
the lectionaries is preferred to the various stages of corruption in P, R and FALW; the 
vocabulary of DCP30Tf is remarkably constant in its peculiarity: again a pf tense is 
chosen (cf. note 67). 
109 pridoh) ZPDCTfP30KMFALW, prid\ SOBQRT, priiti J {h\lqon N27}. The 
confusion stems from the root–aor prid) (reflected in SOBQRT), which could lead 
to either variant –oh) or –\. 
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4 ot) pe~ali bo m)¢ogy i t\gy sr)d|ca110 p|sah) vam) m)¢ogami 
sl|zami. ¢e da oskr)-bite s(. ¢) da l<b)v| razoum:&te. +je imam) 
izliha k) vam)111. 
 
Saturday of Week 15 after Pentecost: 1 Cor 4 17–21 5 1–5 
(MSS: SOZRJBPQDCTfP30KTMFALW) 
4 17 brati&. sego radi pos)lah) vam) timo#ea. ije mi &st)112 ~(do v)-
zl<bl&¢o&. i v:r|¢o o gospodi. ije vam) v)spom(¢et). p\ti mo`. `je o 
hrist: qko je i v|s|de v) v|sqko&i cr)k)ve ou~\. 18 qko ¢e gr(d\}ou 
mi k) vam). razgr)d:{(113 eteri114. 19 prid\ je skoro k) vam). a}e 
gospod| v)sho}et). i razoum:+ ¢e slovo razgr)d:v){iih)115 ¢) sil\. 20 
¢e v) slovese bo c:sar|stvi& boji& ¢) v) sil:. 21 ~|to ho}ete palice+ li 
pri-d\ ¢a vy. ili l<b)vi+. douhom| je krotosti. 5 1 ot)¢\d|116 
sly{it) s( v) vas) l<bod:q¢i&. i tako l<bod:q¢i&. qko bo je ¢i v) 
`zyc:h) im:¢ou&t) s(117. qko je¢\ eter\ ot|ca im:ti118. 2 i vy 
 
110 SOBJPQFALW, sr)d|cou DCTfP30KT, srd~¢ie M. The adnominal D should be 
a mark of older MSS, yet here it is in the Commented MSS, including their fol-lowers 
KT. This is in conflict with note 74, where the Commented MSS have the G. 
111 SOBJPQDP30KTMFALW, v) vas) CTf. The variant of C and Tf is not joined by 
D and P30. 
112 SOZBRJPQDP30TFALW, &st) mi CTfK {ejsti tevknon mou AD, ejstiv mou 
tevk-non N27}. Could CTfK have been revised from a non–Byzantine text? 
113 SOZBJQKTFALW, om R, razveli~a{( s( DCTfP30M. Lexical variant in the 
Commented MSS and M; cf. notes 115 and 119. 
114 SOBJPQDP30KT, ¢:cii CTfFALW, i¢i M. Lexical variant in CTf, shared this 
time by the FALW, but the Commented MSS diverge. 
115 SOBZRJPQKFALW, razveli~av){ih) s( DCTfP30M. The same lexical vari-ant 
as in notes 113 and 119. 
116 SOZBQRPDP30KTFALW, v|sma li CTf. 
117 DCTfP30TMFALW, ¢arica&t| s( ORP, m:¢it| s( SBQ, d:et| s( J, om K 
{ojnomavzetai Y ˜, sy, vg, AD; om N27}. Almost all Slavic MSS follow the By-
zantine majority and Y. K stands isolated, the other variants are inner Slavic. 
118 SOJPAWK, ¢:kogo je¢ou o~< im:<}a DCTfP30M, je¢: ¢:koemou o~a im:ti 
FL. Apparently a difficult passage to translate from the Greek {gunai~kav tina tou` 
patro;ı e[cein}. 
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razgr)d:v)-{e119 &ste. a ¢e pa~e plakaste120 s(. da iz|met) s( ot) sr:dy 
va{e`. s)-d:qvyi d:lo se. 3 az) je oubo 121 krom: syi t:lom|. tou je 
syi douhom|. se122 s\dih) qko syi. s)d:qv){ago sice. 4 o ime¢i123 
gospoda ¢a{ego isous) hrista. s)b|rav){em) s( vam). i mo&mou douhou s) 
silo+ gospoda ¢a{ego isous) hrista. 5 pr:dati takova&go soto¢:. v) 
izm)jda¢i& pl)ti. da douh) s)paset) s(. v) d|¢| gospoda ¢a{ego isous) 
hrista.  
Sunday of Week 15 after Pentecost: 2 Cor 4 6–15 
(MSS: USOZRJBPQDCTfKTMFALW) 
4 6 brati&.  124 bog) rekyi is125 t|my sv:tou v)siqti. ije v)siq v) sr)-
d)ceh) ¢a{ih). k) prosv:}e¢i< razouma slavy boji`. o lici isous) hri-
stov:. 7 imam) je s)krovi}e se. v) sk\d)l|¢:h)126 s)s\d:h). da pr:sp:-
¢i& sily b\det) boji&.127 a ¢e ot) ¢as). 8 o v|sem| skr)b(}e. a ¢e s)t\-
ja+}e sii128 ¢e ~a&mi. ¢) ¢e ot)~a&mi. 9 go¢imi ¢) ¢e ostavlq&mi129. 
 
119 SOBRJKTFALW, razgrd:li P, razveli~ali s( DCTfP30M. The same lexical 
variant as in notes 113 and 115. 
120 SOBRGJKTFALW, vsplakaste DCTfP30M, pla~ete P. The Commented MSS and 
M distinguish themselves again. 
121 (ko add DCTfP30MFLW {wJı add DFGY˜, AD}. Here the Greek original be-
comes clear for the MSS that add (ko: it has to be one of the Byzantine minuscles or 
Y. K does not go with the Commented MSS in the three cases mentioned above. 
122 OBJPQKTFALW, ouje DCTfP30M. {h[dh N27, AD} Lexical variant in the 
Commented MSS, perhaps after revision. 
123 SOZBRJPQKTFALW, v im( DCTfP30M; cf. preceding note. As this is the fifth 
example in this pericope of DCTfP30 with M sharing a unique variant, there is a 
strong case for grouping these MSS together.  
124 (ko add CTfTALW, om USOBZRJPQDMF (o{ti N27). At first sight a lection-
ary vs. continuous beginning, but as a result of inaccurate separation of the les-son in 
some Continuous MSS, the word is included there; cf. the Introduction. 
125 USOZBJQDMKTFALW, ot) CTf, is t|my om RP. Lexical variant in CTf, but 
not shared by D. 
126 USOZBJPQKTMFALW, gli¢¢:h) DCTf; a lexical variant for DCTf. 
127 boji& CKTfLW, bojii USOZQD, boji+ BTMPFA, om RJ. The Slavic has 
difficulties with the connection of the Greek tou' qeou', but no characteristic group is 
to be discerned. 
128 om DCK. 
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¢iz)laga&mi ¢) ¢e pogyba+}e. 10 v|segda mr)tvost| gospoda isousa v) 
t:l: ¢os(}e. da i jivot) isousov) v) t:l: ¢a{em| qvit) s(. 11 pris¢o bo 
my jivi. v) s)mr)t| pr:da&m) s( isousa radi. da i jivot) isousov) q-
vit) s(. v) mr)tv|¢:i130 pl)ti ¢a{ei. 12 t:m| je s)mr)t| v) ¢as) d:&t| 
s(. a jivot) v) vas). 13 im\}e je t)jde douh) v:r:. po p|sa¢ou&mou. v:-
rovah) t:m| je i v)zglagolah). i my v:rou&m) t:m| je i glagol&m). 14 
v:d(}e qko v)skr:{ii gospoda isousa 131. i ¢y isousom| v)skr:sit). i 
pr:d)postavit) s) vami. 15 v|sq bo vas) radi da blagodat| oum)¢oji-
t)132 s( m)¢oj:i{imi pohval\ izbyt)~|stvit| v) slav\ boji+. 
 
Saturday of Week 16 after Pentecost: 1 Cor 10 23–28 
(MSS: SOZRJBPQDCTfP30MTFALW) 
10 23 brati&. v|sq mi l:t| &st). ¢) ¢e v|sq ¢a133 pol|™\. v|sq mi l:t| 
&st) 134. ¢) ¢e v|sq ¢azida&t)135. 24 ¢ik)to je svo&go sii da i}et). ¢) 
drouj|¢q&go k)j|do. 25 v|se proda&mo& v) raz|m|¢ic: qdite. ¢i~|to je 
 
129 USOZBJRQTFALW, spostijemi CTfKM, postijemi PD. Again the Com-
mented MSS are set apart by a lexical variant, P and D depending from CTfKM. 
130 USOZBRJTDTfMFALW, smr|t¢:i C. A singular variant in C, not even shar-ed 
by D, Tf and M. 
131 hrista add US. A case of Formulaic Addition; cf. the Introduction. 
132 UOZBRJQTKMD, oum¢ojiv{i CTfAW, oum¢ojiv{im FL. In this case the 
minority reading of CTfAW is a more Slavic translation of the Greek {ple-onavsasa 
N27, AD}; an error secondary to this reading is found in FL. A majority of Slavic 
MSS has a misleading text. CTfAW could have been revised on basis of the Greek, but 
D does not share this revision. 
133 SOZBJQDP30TMFALW, v) CTf. CTf are not joined by D and P30. 
134 &st) DCTfP30M, s\t) SOZBJQTFALW. The old reading is present in DCTf 
P30 and M: the Greek sg verb after a subject in npl is retained, like in the first 
sentence of this pericope. {pavnta e[xestin N27}; s\t) is an innovation, influ-enced 
by the next pl. 
135 ¢azidaet FL, ¢azida\t SBJQAW, ¢azida< M, szida\t OT, szida<t D, 
szidaet CTf, szida< P30, szijda\ K, sgrajdaet P {oijkodomei' N27, AD}. A be-
wildering variation of half (¢azida\t) and totally erroneous (¢azida<, szida+, 
sgrajdaet) readings; to decide between the variants ¢azida- (9) and szida- (8) is 
difficult. The indecision is between sg and pl after a subject in npl, and the sg in C 
TfFLP -  the last MS after corruption -  is thought to be the oldest form here, too, as in 
the preceding note. 
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136 v)st(™a+}e za s)v:st|. 26 gospod|¢q bo &st) zemlq i ko¢|cy137 &`. 
27 a}e li k)to prizyva&t)138 vy ot) ¢ev:r|¢yih). i ho}ete hoditi. v|se 
pr:d)stavl&¢o& vam) qdite. ¢i~eso139 je v)st(™a+}e s( za s)v:-st|. 28 
a}e li k)to vam) re~et). se idolojr)tv|¢o &st). ¢e qdite. za o¢o-go 
pov:dav){a&go i s)v:st|. gospod|¢q bo &st) zemlq i ko¢|ci &+140.  
Sunday of Week 16 after Pentecost: 2 Cor 6 1–10 
(MSS: SOZJBQPRDCTfKTMFALW) 
6 1 brati&. posp:{|stvou+}e je molim). ¢e v) t)}e blagodat| boji+ 
pri`ti vam). 2 glagol&t) bo v) vr:m( pri`t|¢o poslou{ah) tebe. i v) 
d|¢| s)pase¢iq pomogoh) ti. se ¢y¢: vr:m( blagopri`t|¢o141. se ¢y¢: 
d|¢| s)pase¢iq. 3 ¢i &di¢ogo ¢i o ~em| je da+}e pr:tyka¢iq. da ¢e 
poro~|¢o b\det) slouje¢i&. 4 ¢) o v|sem| s)stavlq+}e s(. qko bojii 
slougy. v) tr)p:¢ii m)¢o™:. v) skr)b|h) v) b:dah). v) t\gah) 5 v) ra¢ah). 
v) t|m|¢icah). v) ¢e stro&¢iih). v) troud:h) v) zab)d:¢iih). v) po}e¢i-
ih) 6 v) ~i}e¢ii. v) razoum:. v) tr)p:¢ii142. v) blagosti. v) dou{i 
sv(t:. v) l<b)ve ¢e licem:r¢:. 7 v) slovese isti¢|¢:. v) sil: bojii. 
 
136 SOZBJPQCKP30TfTFALWM, ¢e add DCTfT. A hypercorrect addition. 
137 SOZBJPQDP30TM, ko¢c CK, ispl)¢e¢i& TfFALW. A rare case of divergence 
between C and Tf, the latter joining the FALW vocabulary. 
138 SOBJQKMFALW, zavet P, zovet DCP30TfT. The DCTfP30 group stands apart 
with T (and P). 
139 OBJPQCTfKM, ¢i~to SP30TFALW, ¢e add CTf. Like above, the CTf combi-
nation adopts the later rule of double negation, yet is not joined by D and P30. 
140 om DC, unique among the Slavic witnesses in the omission. N27 omits this 
phrase too, but HcY˜ and AD have it. This may be a sign of revision in D and C, but 
not based on the Greek Byzantine text. Other Versions (part of sy and latt) omit it. 
141 CTfFAW, pri(t¢o SBQDKLTM, se... spase¢ia om OR, vr:m(... ¢y¢: om JP. 
The evidence is here rather meagre, because of the many omissions – caused by 
homoioarcton– in the witnesses. The reading of SBQTDKML does not not seem 
primary to the one chosen here, but because of the exact correspondence of blago– 
with euj– one might choose the short form, it being seemingly unrevised {euj-
provsdektoı N27, AD, devktoı F G}. It is interesting that the text types are divided 
over the variants, neither FALW, nor DCTf, nor the lectionaries showing a com-mon 
variant. 
142 OZPBRDCTfKTM, dolgoterp:¢ii SQFALW. 
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or\ji&m| prav|dy. des¢yimi i {ouiimi. 8 slavo+ i dosajde¢i&m|. 
hval&¢i&m| i gajde¢i&m|. qko l|stci i isti¢|¢ii. 9 qko ¢e z¢a&mi a 
poz¢ava&mi. qko oumira+}e. i se jivi &sm). qko pokaza&mi i ¢e 
oumr)}va&mi. 10 qko skr)b(}e pris¢o je radou+}e s(. qko ¢i}ii 
m)¢ogy je bogat(}e. qko ¢i~eso je im\}e. a v|se s)dr)j\}e. 
 
Saturday of Week 17 after Pentecost: 1 Cor 14 20–25 
(MSS: OZRJBPQDTfP30KTMFALW)143 
14 20 brati&. ¢e d:ti byvaite oumy144. ¢) z)lobo+ mlade¢|stvouite. 
oumy je s)vr|{e¢i b\d:te. 21 v) zako¢: &st) pisa¢o145. qko i¢o`zy~|¢i-
ky i oust|¢ami i¢:mi v)zglagol+ l<d|m) sim). i tako ¢e poslou{a+t) 
me¢e glagol&t) gospod|. 22 t:m| je `zyci v) z¢ame¢i& s\t) ¢e v:r|¢y-
im) ¢) ¢ev:rou+}iim). a proro~|stvo146 ¢e ¢ev:r|¢yim) ¢) v:rou+}ii-
m). 23 a}e bo cr)ky v|sq s)¢idet) s( v) koup:. i v|si glagol+t) `zyci. 
v)¢idet) je eter) ¢e razoumivyi ili ¢e v:r|¢). ¢e rek\t) li qko z)li s( 
d:&te147. 24 a}e li148 v|si proro~|stvou+t). v)¢idet) je eter)149 ¢e 
v:r|¢) ili ¢e razoumiv). obli~a&t) s( v|s:mi. i v)st(™a&t) s( ot) v|s:-
h). 25 i tai¢aq sr)d|ca &go qv: byva+t). i150 tako pad) ¢ic|151 poklo-
¢it) s( bogou pov:da`. qko v) isti¢\ bog) v) vas) &st).  
 
143 Because C lacks a folium, its text breaks off after oust in verse 21. For the sake of 
completeness I give the full text of the pericope with the relevant vari-ants. 
144 BJPDP30TfKMFALW, oumom| OQRT, oumomy C. The reading of C is rather 
corrupt, possibly a result of conflation; cf. N27: tai'ı fresivn. But two lines fur-ther 
down in the same pericope the reading is correct. Perhaps OQRT's oumom| should be 
preferred in the text. 
145 OZRBJPQDCTfP30KTM, pi{et FALW. The Continuous MSS use a different 
word. 
146 OBALW, proro~stvie ZDTfP30KTM, om PF(USC). 
147 OZBJPQDTfP30KTM, b:souete FALW. 
148 OZBJPQMFALW, je T, je add FAL, om DTfP30K. 
149 OZBPQT, edi¢ J, kto DP30TfKMFALW. 
150 ZBJDTfP30KMFALW, tako PQ, om OT, sice add DTfP30K, sic: add M, tako 
add FALW. 
151 OZBPQDTfP30KTM, ¢ice J , ¢a lici FALW. 
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Sunday of Week 17 after Pentecost: 2 Cor 6 16–18 7 1 
(MSS: UOZRJBTPQDCTfKMFALW) 
6 16b brati&. my bo cr)k)vi152 &sm)153 boga jiva. qko je re~e bog). qko 
v)sel+ s( v) ¢` i poid\154. i b\d\ im) v) bog). i ti b\d\t) m|¢: v) 
l<di&. 17 t:m| je izid:te ot) sr:dy ih). i ot)l\~ite s( glagol&t) 
gospod|. i ¢e ~ist: ¢e prikasaite s(. i az) priim\ vy. 18 i b\d\ vam) 
v) ot|ca. i vy b\dete m|¢: v) sy¢y155 i d)}eri. glagol&t) gospod| v|se-
dr)jitel|. 7 1 si je im\}e ob:tova¢iq. v)zl<bl&¢ii. oc:stim) s( ot) 
v|s(ko&` skvr)¢y pl)t|sky` i douhov|¢y`. tvor(}e sv(ty¢+ v) stras: 
bojii. 
 
Saturday of Week 18 after Pentecost: 1 Cor 15 39–45 
(MSS: SOZRJBPQDCTfP30KTMFALW) 
15 39 brati&. ¢e v|sqka pl)t| taje pl)t|. ¢) i¢a oubo ~lov:kom). i¢a je 
pl)t| skotom). i¢a je p)ticam). i¢a je rybam). 40 i t:lesa ¢ebes|kaq. i 
t:lesa zem|¢aq. ¢) i¢a oubo ¢ebes|¢yim) slava. i¢a je zem|¢yim). 41 i-¢a 
 
152 UOZBJPQTFALW, crkv R, hram DCTfMK. The lexical variant stresses the link 
between DCTf and K, M. Judging by Metzger’s commentary (see note 153), the 
majority of Slavic MSS joined in the “pedantic correction” and only DCTfKM have 
the ‘correct’ singular; cf. the similar ‘correctness’ of these MSS in note 134). 
153 my... &sm) UOZBRJT, vy... este PQDCTfKMFALW; este om QF. The MSS are 
consistent, the omission in QF is noteworthy and without Greek parallel.{hJmei'ı ga;r 
nao;ı qeou' ejsmen N27 on basis of B D* L P 6. 33. 81. (104). 326. 365. 1175. 1881. 
2464 pc co; uJmei'ı ... ejste Y ˜ lat sy vg AD Tert; hJmei'ı... naoi;... ejsmen Å *0243. 
1739 pc Cl}. Cf. Metzger, 1971, p. 580: “The reading hJmei'ı... ejsmen, strongly 
supported by both Alexandrian and Western witnesses (...), is to be pre-ferred to 
uJmei'ı... ejste (...), since the latter reading was very naturally suggested by the 
recollection of 1 Cor 3.16 as well as by the context (verses 14 and 17), while there 
was no reason for putting hJmei'ı... ejsmen in its stead. The plural naoiv (Å* 0243. 
1739 Clement Augustine) is a pedantic correction.” It looks as if the lectionaries 
UOZBT, joined by the elsewhere often corrupt R (and to a lesser ex-tent J), were 
translated from the group of ‘correct’ Greek MSS, and that C cum suis, amongst which 
here FALW, had the Byzantine (with Y and others) for an exem-plar. 
154 UOZRJBQDKTM , pohoj\ CTfFALW, om P. D does not join CTf and the FA 
LW manuscripts. 
155 UOZBRJQTMFALW, sy¢ DCTfK, m:sto add DCTfKM. The interdependence of 
DCTf and KM is illustrated again in this gloss. 
J.G. van der Tak 44 
slava sl)¢|cou. i¢a slava m:s(cou. i¢a slava ™v:zdam). ™v:zda bo156 
™v:zdy razl\~a&t) s( v) slav:. 42 tako i v)skr:{e¢i& mr)tvyh) s:&t) 
s( v) ist|l:¢i&157. v)sta&t) v) bezist|l:¢i&. 43 s:&t) s( v) ¢e ~|sti. 
v)sta&t) v) slav\. s:&t) s( v) ¢emo}i. v)sta&t) v) sil\. 44 s:&t) s( 
t:lo dou{ev|¢o158. v)sta&t) t:lo douhov|¢o. a}e159 &st) t:lo 
dou{ev|¢o. &st)160 t:lo douhov|¢o. 45 tako i pi{et). byst) pr)vyi 
~lov:k) adam) v) dou{\ jiv\. posl:d|¢ii adam) v) douh) 
jivotvor`}|161.   
Sunday of Week 18 after Pentecost: 2 Cor 9 6–11 
(MSS: USOZRJPQDCTfTMFALW) 
9 6 brati&. s:`i }(d(. }(d( i poj|¢&t). i s:`i o blagoslovl&¢yih). o 
blagoslovl&¢yih) i poj|¢&t). 7 k)j|do qko je izvol&¢i& imat) sr)d|-
cem|. ¢e ot) skr)bi ¢i ot) b:dy. tiha bo datelq l<bit) bog). 8 sil|¢) je 
bog) v|sqk\ blagodat| izbyt)~|stvovati162 v) vas). da o v|sem| v|segda 
 
156 SZBRJPQDP30TfKTMFALW, po OC, ot add S. Corruption through a slip of the 
pen in O and C; S has an addition that might come from a gloss. 
157 SOZJPKTMFALW, istl:¢ii BDCTf, tl:¢ie i R, i v istl:¢ie Q, stl:¢ii P30, 
istl:¢i Tf. Again correlation (on basis of the Greek D fqora`/ N27) of BDCP30 and 
Tf. 
158 OBQDP30KMFALW, dou{¢o SCTf, d{ev¢oe RJPT. CTf shares the corruption 
with S; the def desinence is remarkable in RJPT. 
159 OZBKT, i CTf, om DP30AW, a}e... douhov¢o om SRJPQFLM through ho-
moioteleuton. 
160 OBDP30K, i &st) CTfAW, &st) i ZT {e[stin kaiv N27, kai; e[stin AD}. In 
view of the many MSS that omit this sentence (cf. preceding note), the lectionary text 
has been chosen. C and Tf show revision along the line of the Byzantine text, but the 
unity of the Commented MSS is broken, D and P30 omitting i, which can happen 
easily.  
161 SOZQTMFALW, jivotvora}i R, jivotvore¢ J, jivote¢ P, jiv(} DCP30Tf, 
jivou} B, K unreadable. The variation is bewildering, only the Commented MSS 
show unity. 
162 OBDCTfTM, izobilovati USZJPQRFALW. C, joined by D and Tf, shares the 
lexical variant of some lectionaries and T. 
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v|sqk) dovol) im\}e. izbyt)~|stvou&te163. v) v|sqko d:lo blago. 9 qko 
je &st) pisa¢o. rasto~i i dast) oubogyim). prav|da &go pr:byva&t) v) 
v:ky164. 10 da`i je s:m( s:+}ou&mou. i hl:b) v) s)¢:d| da podast). i 
oum)¢ojit) s:m( va{e. i da v)zdrastit) jita prav|d: va{ei. 11 o v|se-
m| bogat(}e s(. v) v|sqk\ }edrot\. qje s)d:va&t) hval\ ¢ami bogou. 
 
Saturday of Week 19 after Pentecost: 1 Cor 15 58 16 1–3 
(MSS: SOZRJBPQDCTfP30KTMFALW) 
15 58 brati&.  165tvr)di byvaite ¢e post\p|¢i. izbyt)~|stvou+}e v) 
d:l: gospod|¢i v|segda. v:d\}e qko ousili& va{e. ¢:st) t)}e o gospo-
di. 16 1 a o s)loje¢ii166 &je k) sv(tyim)167. qko je ra}i¢ih) cr)k)vi 
galatiisky`168. tako i vy s)tvorite. 2 po &di¢oi s\bot:. k)j|do vas) da 
polaga&t) 169 s)hra¢q`. &je a}e posp:{it) s(. da ¢e &gda prid\ t)-
gda s)loje¢iq b\d\t). 3 &gda je prid\ +je a}e iskousite k)¢igami. 
 
163 SBDCTfTMLW, izbyt~stvou<}e OQP, izobilouete UZA, izobilouet JRF. 
Apart from individual corruption in the flexion, the lexical distribution is about the 
same as in the foregoing note (excepti S and the split of FA and LW). 
164 UZSBPQDTfTMFALW, v:k OC, v:ki R, vk vka J, v:ka addU, v:kou add M. 
Here the well–known expression v:k) v:ka or v:ky v:kov) plays a disturbing role in 
the minds of the scribes. 
165 SOZRJPQCT, t:m| je brati& mo( v)zl<bl&¢¢a( add DTfP30MFALW, in ac-
cordance with the continuous Greek text {w{ste, ajdelfoiv mou ajgaphtoiv, in N27, 
om AD}. C and T are the only Continuous MSS not sharing this addition, super-fluous 
in the Lectionary text by the initial “brethren”. 
166 SBQCTfP30KMFA, slouje¢ii ZPRT, slouje¢i& JQMLW. The correct trans-
lation of logiva is the lectio difficilior represented in SBQCTfP30KMFA. The variant 
slouje¢ii is interesting, but clearly a secondary reading with the possible character 
of a ‘Leitfehler’. Remarkably, in the next verse nearly the same error occurs only in J: 
poslouje¢i(, sloje¢i( or even sbra¢i (P) all other witnesses. 
167 SZRDP30KM, sv(tyimi OJBPQCTfTALW, sveti F. The majority contains a 
grammatical error. 
168 SOZBRQKT, cr)k)vam) galatiiskyim) PDCTfP30MFALW. The lectionaries, 
joined by K and T, are thought to reflect the original translation, while DCTf P30 and 
FALW with M and P may have been revised according to the Greek: tai`ı ejk-
klhsivaiı AD, N27. 
169 s( add R , ou sebe add DCP30TfM, o seb: da (polagaet) BKF(A)LW {AD: paræ 
eJautw`/ tiqevtw}. Only SOZJPQT do not render par jeJautw`/, like the text 
presented here. 
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si` pos)l+ do¢esti blagodat| va{\ v) i&rousalim).  
Sunday of Week 19 after Pentecost: 2 Cor 11 31–32 12 1–9 
(MSS: SOZRJBPQDCTfKTMFALW) 
11 31 brati&. bog) i ot)c| gospoda ¢a{ego170 isous) hrista v:st). syi 
blagoslovl&¢) v) v:ky. qko ¢e l)j\ 32 v) damasc: e#¢arh)171 are#y c:-
sarq. str:jaa{e grad) damaski¢|sk). `ti m( hot(. 33 i ok)¢|cem| v) 
ko{|¢ici po st:¢: s)v:{e¢) byh). i izb:goh) ot) r\kou &go. 12 1 a}e i 
pohvaliti s( podoba&t). ¢e pol|™( bo. prid\ je v) vid:¢iq i qvl&¢iq 
gospod|¢q. 2 v:m| ~lov:ka o hrist:. pr:jde ~etyre ¢a des(te l:t). a}e 
li v) t:l: ¢e v:d:. a}e li razv:172 t:la ¢e v:d: bog) v:st). v)shy}e¢a 
byv){a takova&go. do tretiqgo ¢ebese. 3 i v:d: takova&go ~lov:ka. a}e li 
v) t:l:. a}e li razv:173 t:la ¢e v:d: bog) v:st). 4 qko v)shy}e¢) byst) 
¢a rai. i sly{a ¢e izdre~e¢|¢y glagoly. ih)je ¢e l:t| &st) ~lov:kou gla-
golati. 5 o takov:m| pohval+ s(. a o seb: ¢e pohval+ s(. t)k)mo o ¢emo-
}|h) moih). 6 a}e bo v)sho}\ pohvaliti s(. ¢e b\d\ ¢e m\dr). isti¢\ 
bo rek\. }(jd\ je s(. eda k)to174 ¢a m( v)z¢ep|}ou&t)175. pa~e &je vi-
dit) m(. ili sly{it) ~|to ot) me¢e. 7 i za pr:m)¢ogaq qvl&¢iq da ¢e 
 
170 SZBRJPQTMFALW, om ODCTf A sign of revision in these MSS: the Greek AD 
has hJmw~n, N27 omits. 
171 SOZRJBQT, `zy~|skyi k)¢(™| FALW, star:i{i¢a grada DCTfKM {AD and 
N27: ejqnavrchı}. The theory of Horálek 1959 on derivation is confirmed here: older 
MSS simply transcribe the Greek word, Slavic translations are later: FALW give a 
mechanical calque, DCTfKM have a more sophisticated translation. 
172 SOZBJPQKTM, krom: DCTfFALW. This time C cum suis join FALW. 
173 SOZBJPQDKTM, krom: CTfFALW; cf. preceding note, but D does not join the 
other Commented MSS. 
174 SZBJRQPTFALW, kako ODCTfKM. Simple writing error leading to corrup-tion, 
but already present in O. This contradicts revision from the Greek for C cum suis {tiı 
N27, AD}. 
175 SOBQDKTMFALW, ¢ep}ouet JR, vzazr(t CTf, pomyslit) P. The Greek is 
quite difficult {logivshtai}, but CTf have an awkward rendering, which is a hapax in 
all OCS, according to the Slovník, which did not use Tf as a source. In combi-nation 
with the preceding note, it could be said that CTf are corrupt here. It should be noted 
that D - also a commented text - does not share this alleged corruption. But then, the 
reliability of the readings in D is doubtful; cf. the Introduction. 
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pr:v)z¢o{\ s(. dast) mi s( postr:katel| pl)ti. aggel) soto¢i¢). da mi 
pakosti d:&t). da ¢e pr:v)z¢o{\ s(. 8 o sem| tri kraty gospodou 
molih) s(. da ot)st\pit) ot) me¢e. 9 i re~e mi dov|l:&t) ti blagodat| 
moq. sila bo moq v) ¢emo}i s)vr){a&t) s(. slast|¢:& oubo pa~e pohval+ 
s( v) ¢emo}i mo&i. da v)selit) s( v) m( sila hristova. 
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